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BEFORE THE
| LLI NOI S COMMERCE COMM SSI ON

I N THE MATTER OF:

COMVMONWEALTH EDI SON COMPANY,
No. 11-0588
Verified Petition to determ ne
the applicability of Section
16-125(e) liability to events
caused by the Summer 2011
storm syst ens.

N N N N N N N N N

Chi cago, Illinois
July 11, 2012

Met pursuant to notice at 9:00 a. m
BEFORE:
MR. GLENNON DOLAN, Adm nistrative Law Judge.
APPEARANCES:

ROONEY, RI PPI E & RATNASWAMY, by
MR. JOHN ROONEY, MR. E. GLENN RI PPI E,
MS. CARLA SCARSELLA and MS. CAITLI N SHI ELDS
350 West Hubbard Street, Suite 600
Chi cago, Illinois 60654
-and-
MS. JANE PARK
One Financial Place
440 South LaSalle Street, Suite 3300
Chi cago, Illinois 60605

Appearing on behalf of Comonweal th Edi son

Company;

MR. MATTHEW HARVEY, MS. NI COLE LUCKEY and
MR. JOHN SAGONE
160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800
Chi cago, Illinois 60601
Appearing on behalf of Staff;
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APPEARANCES: ( CONT' D)

MS. SUSAN L.
MS. CATHY YU

SATTER and

100 West Randol ph Street
Chi cago, Illinois 60601
Appearing on behal f of

the State of

[11inois;

SULLI VAN REPORTI NG COMPANY, by
Tracy Overocker, CSR

Bar bara Per kovi ch,

CSR

t he Peopl e of
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I NDE X
Re - Re- By

W t nesses: Direct Cross direct cross Exam ner
GREG ROCKROHR 190

232
PAUL FRANK 287 289 316 324
W LLI AM GANNON &
JACK NMEHRTENS 338 347
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Number For Identification
COMED

#1( ROCKROHR) 242

#2 265

#2.0,7.0,7.01,
14.0 revised and 14.01
( GANNOM MEHRTENS)
#2.0,7.0,12.0,12.01
( GANNOM MEHRTENS)

AG
#2.0&2.1

I n Evidence

343
343
343
346
346

337
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JUDGE DOLAN: By the direction and authority of
the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, | call Docket
No. 11-0588, Commonweal th Edi son's petition to
determ ne the applicability of Section 16-125(e),
liability to the events caused by the sunmmer 2011
st orms.

WIl the parties please identify
t henmsel ves record.

MR. RI PPI E: On behalf of the petitioner,
Commonweal th Edi son Conmpany, Gl enn Rippie, John
Rooney, Carla Scarsella and Caitlin Shields, Rooney,
Ri ppi e & Ratnaswamy, LLP, 350 West Hubbard, Suite
600, Chicago 60654, (312) 447-2800.

Al so appearing on behal f of
Commonweal t h Edi son is Jane Park, 440 South LaSall e,
33rd Floor, Chicago 606 -- we'll provide you the ZIP
code.

MS. LUCKEY: On behalf of the Staff of the
Il'1inois Commerce Conmm ssion, Matthew Harvey, John
Sagone and Nicole Luckey, 160 North LaSalle Street,
Suite C-800, Chicago Illinois 60601.

MS. SATTER: Appearing on behalf of the People
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of the State of Illinois Susan L. Satter and Cathy
Yu, 100 West Randol ph street, Chicago, Illinois
60601.

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Let the record
reflect that there are no other appearances at this
poi nt .

Before we proceed with M. Rockrohr
any further, are you going to ask any questions about
the winter storn? Do we need to go on the record for
t hat ?

MS. SATTER: Yeah, | think we shoul d.

JUDGE DOLAN: How about you, M. Rippie?

MR. RI PPI E: | do, just a couple.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. We're going to open that
docket then, too.

(Wher eupon, testimony in

Docket 11-0662 occurred.)

JUDGE DOLAN: By the direction and authority of
the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, | call Docket
No. 11-0662, Commonweal th Edi son Conpany, petition to
determ ne the applicability of Section 16-125(e)

liability to the events caused by the February 1st,
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2011 storm systens to order.
WIl the parties please identify
t henmsel ves for the record.

MR. RI PPI E: On behalf of the petitioner,
Commonweal t h Edi son Conmpany, Gl enn Rippie, John
Rooney, Carla Scarsella and Caitlin Shields of
Rooney, Ri ppie & Ratnaswamy, LLP, 350 West Hubbard,
Suite 600, Chicago, Illinois 60654, (312) 447-2800.

Al so appearing on behalf of the
petitioner is Jane Park, 440 South LaSalle, 33rd
Fl oor, Chicago, Illinois 60605.

MS. CARDONI : Appearing on behalf of the Staff
wi t nesses for the Illinois Comrerce Conm ssion,
Jessica Cardoni and Matthew Harvey, 160 North
LaSall e, Suite C-800, Chicago, Illinois 60601.

MS. SATTER: And appearing on behalf of the

People of the State of Illinois, Susan L. Satter and
Cat hy Yu, 100 West Randol ph Street, Chicago, Illinois
60601.

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Let the record

reflect there are no additional appearances.
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(Wher eupon, testimony in.
Docket 11-0588 occurred.)
JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. Good nmor ni ng,
M. Rockrohr. How are you?
THE W TNESS: Good mor ni ng. Fi ne.
JUDGE DOLAN: Just to rem nd you that you are
still under oath and | guess we're ready to continue.
MS. SATTER: Okay. Thank you
CONTI NUED CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
OF GREG ROCKROHR
BY
MS. SATTER:
Q Good morning, M. Rockrohr
A Good nmor ni ng.
Q I n your rebuttal testimony, you expand your
recommendati on for waivers to include broken tree
i mbs and wi nd gusts that exceed 60 mles an hour; is
that right?
A Broken tree linbs in |ocations where wi nd
gusts exceeded 60 mles an hour.
Q And do you assune that tree trimm ng and

vegetati on management at the time of the storm were
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up to date?

A | did not make assunptions about the tree
trimm ng.

Q One way or the other?

A Ri ght . My concl usi on was based on the fact
t hat regardl ess of the condition of the tree trimm ng
in locations where wind gusts exceeded 60 mles an
hour, the outages woul d have been unpreventabl e.

Q So you aren't really -- strike that. Let's
start again.

Do you agree that if deed trees were

| eft standing within the clear zone, that broken tree
i mbs would create nore damage than ot herwi se by
being too close to the systent

MR. RI PPI E: May | hear the question back,

pl ease.
(Record read as requested.)
MR. RI PPI E: | object to the question as to
form "Clear zone" is not defined and | al so object

because it calls for specul ation. M. Rockrohr has
not been -- there's been no foundation laid that

M. Rockrohr is an appropriate witness to opine on
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the difference between the properties of dead and

live trees.

MS. SATTER: Your Honor, M. Rockrohr is not

Commonweal th Edi son witness and M. Rippie's

a

obj ections seem i nappropri ate because M. Rockrohr's

represented by counsel.

MS. LUCKEY: If I could also agree with the

objection. W haven't defined what a "clear zo
Is. | don't think any of us are clear on that,
you could make that clarification to the questi
MS. SATTER: Under st ood.
JUDGE DOLAN: Why don't you rephrase the
guestion, please.

BY MS. SATTER

neu

SO

on.

i f

Q Do you understand that a utility ordinarily

tries to create a clear area around its conduct

that is clear of trees?

A Yes.

ors

Q And -- so would you agree that if dead

trees were left standing within the area that's
ordinarily cleared of trees around conductors,

broken tree |inmbs would create nore damage t han

t hat
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ot herwi se by being too close to the systenf?

MR. RI PPI E: | renew both my objections. And
by the way, the objection to formis a vagueness
obj ection, which I believe belongs to any party who
is going to be subject to the record and the sane is
certainly true of the qualification objection. | do
not lose the ability to object to opinion testinony
t hat foundati on has not been laid for just because
it's not my witness.

JUDGE DOLAN: Do you want to try and rephrase
your question again?

MS. SATTER: \What was his objection?

MR. RIPPIE: Well, there were two. We still
don't know what the clear zone you are referring to
is. We don't know even know whether there is one for
trees as opposed to |i mbs. My objection was, | don't
know t hat you and M. Rockrohr are tal king about the
same size zone or even know what zone it is you are
tal ki ng about. Establishing that there is one didn't
establish what it was.

The second objection is you are asking

a question about the property of a dead tree versus a
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live tree. He has been qualified as an expert in
el ectrical engineering, not in the properties of dead
and live trees.

MS. SATTER: | think that he's also talking
about whet her tree damage i s preventabl e. Now, maybe
he shouldn't be tal king about that either because
he's not been qualified as an expert in trees. I
mean, you know, this case is about the effect of a
storm on an electrical system and -- that, you know,
control of vegetation is part of that. He is
recommendi ng that there be a waiver for broken tree
i nbs. | think I"mentitled to ask him questions
about the extent of his understanding of broken tree
i nbs.

JUDGE DOLAN: Well, | think what M. Rippie is
indicating is that he wants a little nore foundation.
So if you want to try to -- are you tal king about a
specific clear zone or are you tal king generally

about a clear zone or...

MS. SATTER: Well, | mean -- | asked him He
said -- | didn't say clear zone, actually, in the
guesti on. | said the area where the trees were
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cleared -- are to be cleared around conductors, so |
didn't use the term "clear zone" in the second
guesti on.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay.

MS. SATTER: Instead | just used a nore
descriptive phrase.

BY MS. SATTER

Q So my question then is, do you agree that
if dead trees are within the area that's ordinarily
cl eared around conductors of vegetation, would it --
woul d those dead trees present a greater damage -- a
greater risk to the systemthan if there were no dead
trees within the area ordinarily cleared around
conduct ors?

A Yes.

Q And do you agree that if vegetation had
grown onto primary conductors, there would be nore
tree-rel ated damage than woul d be the case if there
were no vegetation grown onto primary conductors?

MS. LUCKEY: | just want to quickly interject
to make sure this is a hypothetical that we're

tal ki ng about and nothing specific. s there
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somet hing you could point to in M. Rockrohr's
testinony which would | ead you to believe that that's
directly applicable to this case or is this just a
hypot hetical ?

MS. SATTER: Well, | could refer you to sone
Comm ssion reports that talk about vegetati on grow ng
onto primary conductors.

JUDGE DOLAN: |In 20117

MS. SATTER: Excuse me?

JUDGE DOLAN: |In 20117

MS. SATTER: No, not in the 2011, but within
the 4 years within the trimmng cycle because | think
there's testinony in this case particularly by ComEd
witnesses that tree trimmng is on a 4-year cycle.
So there are pictures and there are reports within
t hat 4-year cycle. So | think within -- you know, so

t hat does put it within the period of time that could

affect -- that would affect the storms in this case.
MS. LUCKEY: | believe that those particul ar
pictures and reports are still the subject of an

out st andi ng object that has not yet been ruled upon,

so | am not positive that we can speak directly to
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this docket. Again, if it were a hypothetica
guestion, we would have no objection.

MS. SATTER: What | would like to do is do a
hypot heti cal question and | would also |like to make
an offer of proof by reference to the report for
whi ch we have asked adm nistrative notice and we wil |
do that formally in a motion, but in order to protect
the record, |'d like to be able to refer himto the
report so that -- to the extent that it's -- 1'll do
t he hypothetical understanding that it is an offer of
proof when | talk about the report and I could do the
hypot hetical first and then do the offer of proof
next so that it's in a block rather than intersperse
it which I think will be confusing.

BY MS. SATTER

Q So let me just ask you then
hypot hetically --

MR. HARVEY: If I may --

JUDGE DOLAN: Hol d on.

MR. HARVEY: Assum ng for the sake of argument
that in the event that the report is ultimtely not

admtted, this line of questioning will not -- will
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be stricken if you find that acceptable.
MS. SATTER: To the extent that it's a

hypot hetical --

JUDGE DOLAN: Well, the hypothetical would
be --

MR. HARVEY: The hypothetical is okay. I f we
start getting into questioning about something -- the

facts that are specifically not in evidence and never
go into evidence, we can't allow that to remain of
record.

JUDGE DOLAN: That is correct.

MS. SATTER: So -- and | understand that, so
' m going to phrase the questions and organi ze the
guestions so that the record can accomodat e.
BY MS. SATTER

Q M. Rockrohr, hypothetically, if there were
vegetation that had grown onto primary conductors
prior to the 2011 storms that were not removed, would
you expect there to be nore tree-rel ated damage than
woul d ot herwi se be the case?

A Yes.

Q And, hypothetically, if there were tree
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problems with a primary line all along a street so
that the primary di sappeared into the trees and the
switches on the circuit would be difficult to reach
and operate because of trees, would you consider --
woul d you agree that there would be nmore tree-rel ated
damage as result of the storns than would be the case
if these tree problems did not exist?

MR. RI PPI E: ' m sorry, did you ask "woul d" or
"coul d"?

MS. SATTER: Woul d.

MR. RI PPI E: | object. That calls for
specul ation he can't even know whet her that
particul ar hypothetical street experienced a w nd
gust or even had interruption. | f you go back to
phrasing it as you did the prior question.

MS. SATTER: You like "could" better?

MR. RIPPIE: Well, it's different. It doesn't
ask himto make assunpti ons about what occurred at
t he hypot hetical street.

MS. SATTER: We could make it "could."
BY MS. SATTER

Q Do you remenmber the question?
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A Yes. | think it would affect both anmount
of -- level of damage and duration if the swi tches
wer e i naccessible.

Q And would it also affect the -- potentially
affect the level of damage if the primary all along
the street were covered with trees?

A It coul d.

Q Okay. Now, hypothetically, if there was
| oose equi pment such as insulator, switches,
| i ghtening arresters, bolts for crossarms or other
equi pment, if this equipment were | oose, would you
agree that the system could suffer more damage from
wi nd than the equi pnment would suffer if it were
securely fastened?

A Yes.

Q And, hypothetically, if a primary insul ator
mounti ng bracket where the bottom bolt had al nost
compl etely worked out of the pole, would you agree
t hat adverse wi nd or weather conditions would be nore
likely to result in an interruption than if the
i nsul ator were securely fastened?

A Again, it could.
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Q Did you consider or -- hypothetically, if
there were | eaning poles, would you expect that to
have any effect on the extent of damage --

MR. RI PPI E: | object on the grounds of --

MS. SATTER: -- as a result of --

MR. RI PPI E: Sorry. | didn't mean to tal k over
your question.

MS. SATTER: | just wanted to finish the
guesti on.

MR. RI PPI E: Pl ease do. | thought you were.
was m staken, so maybe for clarity.

(Record read as

MS. SATTER: On the effect

MS. LUCKEY: Read it back.

(Record read as
JUDGE DOLAN:

Just repeat it

not hearing the court reporter
BY MS. SATTER:
Q So the question was --
JUDGE DOLAN: Okay.

BY MS. SATTER

of wi nd.

well, 1"l

requested.)

W nd or...

requested.)
because Greg is

any way.

rephrase
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Q Woul d you agree that if there were | eaning
poles -- electricity poles, distribution poles, that
t hat - -

MS. LUCKEY: |'m sorry, is this hypothetically?

MS. SATTER: Yeah
BY MS. SATTER

Q -- that that could increase the amount of
damage resulting from w nd?

MS. LUCKEY: Can we clarify, damage to what?

MS. SATTER: To the -- well, rather than
damage, cause nore interruptions.

MR. RI PPI E: | object to the question on the
grounds of vagueness. ls it a |l eaning pole half a
degree out of true or 30 degrees out of true or
somet hing in between?

MS. SATTER: Well, I1'd like to ask the wi tness.
BY MS. SATTER

Q Have you -- would you consider -- have you
| ooked at any distribution poles and eval uated them
in terms of whether they're straight or |eaning or
how -- you know, how secure?

MS. LUCKEY: | have to object. This has
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al ready been asked and answer ed. M. Rockrohr stated
yesterday nultiple times that he did not | ook at the
di stribution system hinself. He relied upon what the
ComEd witnesses stated in their testinony.

MS. SATTER: | ' m asking specifically about
| eani ng pol es. | don't remenber asking about that
yesterday and | didn't ask whether he had gone out to
i nspect. | understand he didn't go out to inspect;
is that correct?

MS. LUCKEY: ' m not certain how he would then
have exam ned the poles if he did not go out and
i nspect them

MS. SATTER: Okay. Let me go another way then.
BY MS. SATTER

Q M. Rockrohr, are you responsible in your
duties at the ICC to evaluate the reliability of
electric utilities regulated by the Comm ssion?

A Yes.

Q And as part of that responsibility, do you

eval uate the condition of the electric utilities --
t he physical condition of the electric utilities
serving Illinois consumers that are regul ated by the
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Comm ssi on?

A Yes. Each engi neer has responsibility to
evaluate specific utilities that operate in this
state.

Q And in that role, do you evaluate the
condition of poles in a distribution systenf

A Yes.

Q Woul d you have definition for a pole that
woul d be considered | eaning versus straight?

A Well, clearly a straight pole is to the
ground is and a | eaning pole would be anything el se.

The primary concern | have when
i nspecting poles is what is mounted on the pole.
That affects whether the lean is significant or not.

Q So your concern is what is mounted on the
pole. Wuld that be the equi pment on the pole?

A Yes. Specifically oil filled equipment is
heavy. It creates a greater moment when nounted on
top of the pole when there is a lean and if the
ground becomes saturated, there's potentially a
chance for increasing the | ean.

Q Does a | ean make the pole or the facilities
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any nmore vul nerable to weat her damage?

MR. RI PPI E: May | please hear the statement --
hear the question again, please.

(Record read as requested.)

MS. SATTER: The facilities on the pole.

MR. RI PPI E: By "l ean,"” again you mean anything
ot her than absolute true.

MS. SATTER: ' m sorry, what did you say?

MR. RI PPI E: By "lean," you're adopting the
witness's definition of anything other than absol ute
true perpendi cul ar?

MS. SATTER: ' musing the witness's
definition.

MR. RI PPI E: Okay. Thank you.

THE W TNESS: | beg your pardon, | need you to
just throw the question at nme again.

MS. SATTER: Wbould you m nd reading the
gquestion back to me and | will read it to the
wi t ness.

(Record read as requested.)
BY MS. SATTER

Q Does the | ean make the pole or the
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facilities on the pole any nore vul nerable to weat her

damage?
A Potentially, yes. The -- if the amount of
| ean increases to the point where the oil filled

equi pment either | eaks the oil out due to the |ean or
pulls the entire pole to the ground, then the damage
woul d be increased.

Q Ol filled equipnment, would that be a
transformer?

A Yes.

Q Anyt hing el se?

A Ol filled reclosures would be another
exanpl e.

Q Okay. Hypot hetically, if there were
di sconnected crossarm braces or | oose bolts
supporting a crossarm would you expect the facility
to be more vul nerable to weat her damage?

A Yes.

Q If a ground wire is m ssing or
di sconnected, would you expect the facility to be
more vul nerable to damage by |ightening or other

energy surges?
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A It could, yes.

Q Are you aware of any Comm ssion Staff
assessnment of any ComEd facility done pursuant to
Section 16-125 that found that there was -- that
failure was imm nent in any of the company
facilities?

MR. RI PPI E: | object to the question as being
irrelevant and beyond the scope of his testinmony. | t
is not limted by date, it is not limted by |ocation
and it is not limted by any relationship to any of
the interruptions at issue in this docket.

MS. SATTER: | think this is a fundamental
guestion in this case. This case is about mllions
of people being without electricity in June of 2011
and as the Staff witness has testified, as the
Conpany witnesses have testified, one of the
guestions is whether the facilities were reasonably
and prudently designed, constructed and mai nt ai ned.
So if, within the 4-year period of inspections,
facilities that were identified as being i mm nent --
in danger of inmm nent failure existed, | think it's

rel evant to you.
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Now, | didn't put anything -- | mean,
al though this is cross-exam nation, this is an
open-ended questi on. | didn't tell himthis is the
date, this is the year. It's up to him

JUDGE DOLAN: But you said pursuant to Section
16-125 --

MS. SATTER: Yes.

JUDGE DOLAN: -- so | think that kind of limts
it -- limts the scope. | think that's --

MR. RI PPI E: 16-125 - -

MS. SATTER: "1l be happy to limt it to the
4 years prior to the storns.

MR. RI PPI E: | still.

MS. LUCKEY: | would al so object that | would
think it would have to be an engi neering report
because Mr. Rockrohr cannot possibly be expected to
know every single report that's been filed at the
Comm ssion in that time period on this issue.

MR. RIPPIE: W have a fundamental disagreement
about what this case is about and we apparently al so
have a fundanmental disagreement about how many peopl e

were out of service, but putting that issue aside,
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this case is not about whether there is one pole

somewhere that | eans. It's about whether the
interruptions that resulted from4 -- |I'"msorry, from
SiXx or -- a seventh in the other docket -- storns

were preventable and specific equipment failed for
specific reasons that is in evidence. Asking about
t hi ngs that happened 4 years earlier because it's in
the same tree trimm ng cycle has no relevance, no
denmonstrated rel evance to any of the interruptions in
this docket. We don't even know if it's on the sane
circuit as the interruption at issue in this docket
occurred nor, by the way, do we know that the fact
that out of a mllion and a half poles in ComEd' s
systemthere is one that's | eaning has any probative
val ue whatsoever as to the causation of any of the
events that are at issue here. | renew ny objection
to a question that -- let me say it a different way.

| renew my objection to turning this
docket into a general inquiry into is there anything
on ComEd's systemin the | ast 4 years that someone
can criticize.

MS. SATTER: | would |ike my question answer ed.
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| will amend it to say, any Comm ssion engineering

Staff assessment and 1'Il also amend it to be within
the last 4 years -- the 4 years preceding this storm
But | think the condition of the systemis plainly

rel evant and to suggest that we can't | ook at their
facilities because we m ght | ook at it one by one and
that's not fair to the Company, that's not fair to

t he public because the public wants an eval uati on.
That's why 16-125 said, Comm ssion, do an assessnent.
That's what the statute says. So that's -- | think
' m perfectly within my right and it's within the
scope of this docket to ask about these questions.
We're creating a record. As far as |inking
particular circuits to different things, you know, we
have briefs to do that.

MR. RIPPIE: That argunment would be usable in
any case where anyone would like to try and interject
irrelevant and prejudicial material into a record.
This docket is not about an assessment of ComEd's
system 4 years ago. It's not about an assessment of
things that did not in any way relate to

interruptions resulting fromthe sixth or the seventh
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storm at issue. This is not had a 16-125(a)
proceeding. This is not a generic inquiry into the
system nor is there any validity to the assunmption
because there's a | eaning pole somewhere that that
somehow i ndicates that the equi pment that was
involved in this case was likely to have failed for
any reason other than what the evidence in the record
al ready shows it failed due to.

You know, it is a cornerstone of
fairness that in a docket |like this when we are
potentially being charged with conduct that could
result in mllions of dollars of damages, that we
ought to focus on the events that relate to those
damages, not try to in indict us for isolated pieces
of equi pment 4 years ago that had nothing to do with
the storms.

| "' m not objecting to a question about
eval uations of the system as a whole. The question
was, was there anything in any Staff report in the
| ast 4 years that suggested a piece of equi pment on
ConEd's system was in immnent risk of failure, I

hope | got the words right, and that is simply not a
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pi ece of information that is relevant to this storm
case or the other storm case.

JUDGE DOLAN: And | have to agree that | think
you've got to keep it nore around the time of the
i nci dent because for one, | was the ALJ in 10-0467
and the vegetati on management program was changed,
t hey upped their work. So | know from judici al
notice | can take because | was part of that docket.

MS. SATTER: So what you're saying here is that
you have some expertise as a Comm ssion ALJ? As a
member of this Comm ssion, you have the expertise for
this Company, which is really what | think the
statute and the | egislature expect, that as a
representative of the Commerce Comm ssion, you have
this store case of know edge and you are bringing it
from 10- 0467 and what |' m suggesting to you is that
rather than rely solely on your personal experience
in cases, that you recognize that the Conm ssion, as
a whol e, has responsibilities and has a storehouse of
information that can be presented and that is why
we' ve asked for adm nistrative notice of the June

4t h report.
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JUDGE DOLAN: And as | said, if the report --
the report is tal king about the 2007 season or 2008,
t hat report you are tal king about, that you were
dealing with yesterday.

MS. SATTER: Well, actually, there's an
appendi x to the report that has 2009 field
i nspections.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. Well, still, you are still
talking 2 years prior to the accident -- | mean, to
the storms that we're tal king about and we don't know
what changed in those 2 years. So it is nore
prejudicial to the Conpany than is probative for you,
et me put it that way.

MS. SATTER: Okay. | do want to make an offer
of proof and | am asking for adm nistrative notice of
the Staff report to the Comm ssion dated June 4th and
the two attachments to that report being the Illinois
Commerce Comm ssion assessment of the Commonweal th
Edi son Company Reliability Report and Reliability
Performance for Cal endar Year 2008 as well as the
Appendi x 2009 Field Inspection Summaries and --

MR. RI PPI E: Just so the record is clear, we

213



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

have both procedural and substantive objections to

t hat . The procedural objection having to do with the
| ack of notice and opportunity to respond and the
substantive objection being what your Honor has rul ed
on, in part, having to do with the relevance and
materiality of the coments.

JUDGE DOLAN: Does Staff have any conmments on
this?

MS. LUCKEY: | mean, | think it's Staff opinion
that this probably is not appropriate for inclusion
into the evidentiary record. This wasn't a report
that Greg included as an attachnment to his testinmony.
Al t hough he did reference testimony from a separate
docket, he didn't specifically reference this report.

MS. SATTER: | would -- you know, | would |ike
t he opportunity to file a motion on this and, you
know, that's what | do given that there are
obj ecti ons.

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. File your notion and
then I will take your request under advisenment. How
is that?

MS. SATTER: And | would like to renew ny
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guestion to offer AG Cross Exhibit 3 being the
specific testimony referred to by M. Rockrohr in his
testinony in this docket and -- that would be his
direct testimony in | CC Docket No. 11-0289, which has
attached to it four photographs from June of 2011
which is within the period that these stornms took
pl ace.

MR. RI PPI E: And since we're renewi ng things,
to be clear, the objection is that is supplement- --
t he procedural objection is that it is supplenental
direct testimony, it is not in compliance with the
Comm ssion's schedul e. M . Rockrohr did not include
that in his direct testinmny, even though he could
have. We have been given no notice of it or an
opportunity to respond to it in the course of filing
testi nony. It is not inmpeachment, as was pointed out
yesterday, nor can it be offered as an adm ssion
agai nst the Conpany because it's not the Conpany's
statements.

As to the pictures, the pictures are

pi ctures. | mean, if you -- I'"'mnot -- you could ask

any witness you care to about the pictures, provided
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a foundation was | aid. My issue with this is the
suppl ementation of testinony with something from
anot her docket. As you know, you can cross-exam
someone with a carrot if you lay the proper
foundation for it.

So -- sanme objection | had yesterday.

MS. SATTER: Again, this is not M. Rippie's
witness and | don't control what this witness puts --
offers his direct, that's why there's
cross-exam nation and so | would like to request
that -- given the tinme period involved in this
testinmony, the fact that it's expressly referred to
in the testimony in this case, that you take it into
the record as a cross exhibit.

I n addition, we would like to include
in the cross exhibit M. Rockrohr's affidavit
verifying testinmony.

MR. RIPPIE: And the same -- the fact that it's
not my witness, once again, is not relevant.

There's -- | am not -- and somehow |l ose ny right to
object to inproper and prejudicial evidence being

admtted without an opportunity to respond because
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it's done through someone else's witness and not only
did M. Rockrohr attach it, but neither did M. Owens
or, for that matter, any other AG witness. This
coul d have been sponsored and attached in a proper
manner at any time and then there could have been
di scovery conducted on it and the Conpany could have
responded to it.

MS. SATTER: |'"'mentitled to conduct
Cross-exam nati on.

JUDGE DOLAN: You are.

MS. SATTER: |f the Company doesn't |ike it,
' m sorry. They had the sanme information that | had.
| amnot -- | don't think I'"meven -- it's
appropriate for a third party to offer somebody
el se's testinmony. He's here. Why we would do that?

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. |'"mrejecting that exhibit
in. So if you want to take an interlocutory appeal,
t hen you can, but | don't feel it's appropriate for
t his docket.
BY MS. SATTER

Q M. Rockrohr, do you know what NESC 279 is?

A The National Electrical Safety Code, yes.
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Q

Do you know what 279

particul ar --

A

No. Off the top of

what Rule 279 is.

Q

Do you know it deals

i nsul at ors?

MS.

is with that

my head, | don’

t know

with use of guy

LUCKEY: | have to object. | think

been asked and answer ed. Mr .

that he was not famliar with

he doesn't know what it concer

JUDGE DOLAN:

MS.

do.

it's

Rockrohr just stated

the rule, so obviously

ns.

| f you can try to clarify.

SATTER: Well, that's what | just tried to

BY MS. SATTER

Q

Are you famliar wt

Saf ety Code in general?

A

Yes, the National EI

Code, yes.

Q
engi neer

A

Q

And do you use that
at the Comm ssion?
Yes.

And are you fam i ar

h the Nationa

ectric Code --

in your role as

with the rul es

El ectric

Saf ety

an

in that
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code?

A Many of them

Q And t hey have numbers, don't they?

A Yes.

Q And do you necessarily remenber the number
with the rule itself?

A No, | don't.

Q So if I were to ask you whether you know of
a rule regarding the use of guy insulators, can you
recall whether there is a rule concerning the use of

guy insul ators?

A Yes, there is a rule regarding either the
groundi ng or insulating of guy -- down guys.
Q And a guy -- why don't you tell us what a

guy insulator is and define those ternms for us.
MS. LUCKEY: Actually, | think I have to
obj ect. | don't know that M. Rockrohr tal ked about
guy insulators anywhere in his testinony unless you
can point us to sonmething that makes this rel evant.
MS. SATTER: It's relevant to the condition of
the system which is what he does testify to and I'm

just -- this is -- you want me to do a
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foundational -- you want nme to do foundati onal
gquestions, then I'm going to do foundationa
gquestions but --

JUDGE DOLAN: " m going to overrule it and give
you an opportunity to keep noving. Okay?

BY MS. SATTER

Q Just define the terns. That's all I'm
asking you to do.

A Well, to define what a guy insulator is,
first 1'd like to describe what a down guy function
is and that would be to offset any | ateral forces
that are on distribution poles caused by the
conductors. So if a conductor tends to pull the pole
over in one direction, the down guy would offset that
so that the pole can remain vertical.

If the down guy is attached to the
pol e near the primary | evel and extends down to the
ground to support the pole, there is physically a
possibility for that ground wire to come in contact
with energized conductor if there is some break or
problem with the distribution system So the -- NESC

or National Electrical Safety Code requires that an
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i nsul ator be placed in that wire that extends from
the top of the pole to the ground, the down guy, in
order to protect the public -- anyone in general from
being injured should the down guy inadvertently
become energi zed.

In lieu of installing a down guy, it's
also permssible to install a ground attachment to
t hat down guy so that instead of insulating the down
guy, the circuit is shorted to ground and interrupted
and service would become interrupted; but, still, the
public is kept safe.

Q And the National Electric Safety Code has
rules for that; is that right?

A Yes. The positioning of the insulator, for
exampl e, needs to be at a certain |evel so that
peopl e couldn't reach it -- reach above it.

Q Hypot hetically, if there were conpliance
issues with the NESC code relating to guy wres,
woul d you expect -- could that increase the amount of
damage suffered to the facilities as a result of the
summer stornms?

MS. LUCKEY: | have to object. | think we need
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to be clear on what you mean by "issues." There were

conpliance issues. It's vague.
MS. SATTER: ' mjust asking. You know, if he
knows, fi ne. | f he doesn't know what compliance

issues are relative to --

MS. LUCKEY: Can we just define "conmpliance
i ssues"?

MS. SATTER: Well, he just described what the
rul e addresses. So --

MS. LUCKEY: So "conpliance issues" as it
relates to that rule specifically?

MS. SATTER: Yes. As it relates to the guy
rule that he described.

MR. RI PPI E: | have a slightly different
objection. The witness just described in detail what
the function of that rule is and the function of rule
that rule is important, it's a public safety
protection rule but he didn't describe it as anything
to do with structure and the question of public
safety, while an inmportant question, is not question
in this docket, at |least not in the context of people

getting shocks fromguy wires. W' re talking about
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storm damage to identify pieces of equipment in
circuits that caused interruptions.

MS. SATTER: The witness can answer. If that's
the answer, that's the answer. | didn't ask
M. Rippie the question.

MR. RI PPI E: Well, it --

MS. SATTER: If the witness says it has a storm
effect or it doesn't have a storm affect or it has an
outage affect or it doesn't have an outage affect. I
mean, | --

JUDGE DOLAN: It's a hypothetical question;
right?

MS. SATTER: It's a hypothetical question. " m
havi ng problems with M. Rippie answering the
guestion --

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Just -- we need to
move on. Okay.

So just go ahead and answer the
guestion, please, if you can.

THE W TNESS: The issue that | discussed
regarding guy wires would typically not directly

rel ate to whet her outages would occur or not. It
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woul d nmore affect the safety of an installation. So
the only exception would be, as | described, if the
utility elected to use a bond to ground in |lieu of an
i nsulator, it's possible that customers would be
affected due to an outage when the contact with the
primary occurred.

BY MS. SATTER

Q So the real issue with this is safety of
t hose working around the poles -- around the pol es?

A Yes. That specific rule is nostly rel ated
to safety.

Q Okay. Now, in your rebuttal testinmony, you
referred -- et me refer you to Page 9, Line 179 to
186.

A ' m sorry, which testimny?

Q Rebutt al .

A Okay.

Q And that's revised. And there you refer to
ConEd witness Craig Chesley's statement about the
public having little or no tolerance for renoving
overhang and the Company -- the public resisting the

Conpany's tree trimm ng efforts.
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A |"m still looking for the cite. | beg your
par don. Could you give me the |ine nunber again?

Q It starts at Line 176 and then you have a
guote from Mr. Chesley that goes through 186.

A | see it.

Q And in your testinony you say -- at 187, In
the event ConmEd is able to denmonstrate that it was
unable to engage in tree trimmng prior to the
July 11 storm event due to the failure or refusal of
property owners and municipal officials to afford it
necessary access, et cetera. | am prepared to
consi der that factor in comng to a concl usion
regarding liability. That's through Line 194.

So my question to you is, has ComEd
denonstrated to you that it was unable to engage in
tree trimmng prior to the July 11th storm event due
to the failure or refusal of property owners to
afford it the necessary access to manage vegetation?

A No, | have not seen such a denonstration.

Q Okay. And have you seen a denmonstration
t hat the Conmpany was unable to engage in vegetation

management prior to the July 11th storm event due to
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the failure or refusal of nmunicipal officials to
afford it the necessary access to manage vegetation?

A No, | have not.

Q Did you ook for this information, that is
is property owners or nunicipal officials preventing
vegetati on management for any of the other storms?

A No.

Q So you are not basing your view of the
ComEd wai ver on the notion that the public or

muni ci pal officials have prevented the Company from

doing effective vegetati on managenent; is that
correct?

A Correct.

Q On Page 10 of your -- | believe it's stil
your rebuttal testinony. It m ght be your direct.

Hold on just a mnute. You say that ComEd W tness
Mal etich showed that ComEd's restoration efforts with

respect to each storm were reasonabl e?

MS. LUCKEY: ' m sorry, where are we?

MR. RIPPIE: There is no Page 11

MS. LUCKEY: Of redirect.

MR. HARVEY: s it possible that you are now
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wor ki ng off of a revised version of M. Rockrohr's
testinony?

MS. SATTER: Maybe. | m ght have based it
on. ..
BY MS. SATTER

Q Let me just ask you the question then. Do
you believe that ComEd W tness Maletich showed t hat
ComEd' s restoration efforts with respect to each
storm nore reasonabl e?

A Yes.

Q You said "yes"?

>

| said "yes."

Q Can you describe those efforts?

A The ConEd efforts are descri bed by
M ss Maletich's testimny as reaching out to other
utilities using contractors working, double shifts
and expanding the workforce considerably during each
storm

In addition, they set up emergency

operation centers in order to coordinate the
restoration efforts.

Q Did you review the customer service
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interface? In other words, the ability to handle
fromthe public?
A | did not. | did not review the call wait
times or anything like that.
(Wher eupon, testimony in
Docket 11-0662 occurred.)
BY MS. SATTER
Q Now, in Docket 11-0662, you also filed
testinmony; is that correct?
A Yes.

Q And in that docket, you recommend that the

company should receive a waiver of liability; is that
right?
A Yes.

Q Okay. And did you do any field
i nvestigation or inspection in connection with your
recommendation in that case?

A No.

Q And did you review any reports that you had
presented to the Comm ssion about ConEd's performance
prior to February 2011 in preparing your testimony in

t hat case?
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A Did I review any reports? | couldn't quite
under st and what you sai d.

Q Okay. Did you review any reports -- any
Staff -- let me rephrase that.

Did you review any Staff engineering
reports about ComEd's reliability prior to preparing
your testimony in 11-0662?

A Well, | reviewed the 2010 report prior to
reviewing -- prior to nmy preparation on 11-0588,
whi ch happened to be before 11-0662 just
sequentially. So in that respect, yes. Did I review
it specifically for 11-0662? No, | did not.

Q You said you reviewed which years' report?
|"m sorry, | didn't quite hear you

A The most recent ComEd Reliability
Assessnment Report.

Q Woul d t hat have been the Part 411
Reliability Report?

A That's correct.

Q And that's the report that's posted on the
Conmm ssion's Web site?

A That's correct.
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Q And that's the report that's submtted
pursuant to Section 16-1257

A 16- 125, yes.

Q So you're saying that you reviewed that
ComEd report in connection with your testimony in
11- 05887

A Yes.

Q As well and that it also informed you in
connection with the 11-0662?

MS. CARDONI: Judge, |'m going to object
because the witness just said that he didn't review
it in conjunction with 06 --

MS. SATTER: |"mjust trying to figure that
out .

BY MS. SATTER

Q | f you could just explain. Did you say
that you reviewed it in connection with 0588?

A What | was trying to clarify was -- your
guestion was, Did | review it before | wrote ny
testinony in 11-0662 and just the way the tim ng of
t he dockets worked out, my testimony in 11-0662 was

prepared after my testimony in 11-0588, ny direct.
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Therefore, technically, yes, it was -- | did | ook at
it prior to preparing ny testimony in 11-0662, but |
didn't use it in preparation of nmy testimony in
11- 0662. | hope that's nmore cl ear.

JUDGE DOLAN: Sue just -- do you have -- how
many nore questions do you have?

MS. SATTER: Well, | mean, | guess it's
10: 00 o' cl ock.

JUDGE DOLAN: Yeah, | was going to say. Liz is
probably going to...

MS. SATTER: Maybe we can take a break now and

t hen, you know, just finish up with up when we conme

back.

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Then we will be
entered and continued until after the bench session
t hen.

(Break taken.)
JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Go ahead.
MS. SATTER: Are we back on the record?
JUDGE DOLAN: We're back on the record, yes.
MS. SATTER: | have no further questions.

JUDGE DOLAN: Oh, okay.
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MR. RIPPIE: Okay.

JUDGE DOLAN: And, M. Rippie, you are still
estimating approximately 1.15 hours?

MR. RI PPI E: | hope it's going to be less than
that and | think it will be, but if you please bear
with me for just a noment while | get all these
document s up.

MR. HARVEY: | think one request that we make
that it be made clear when we're tal king about Docket
No. 11-0588 and 11-0622 or both, as the case may be.

JUDGE DOLAN: | think we've been trying to do
t hat .

We'll go off the record until he's
ready to go.

(Di scussion off the record.)

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY
MR. RI PPI E:
Q Good morning, M. Rockrohr. How are you?

A Good. Thank you. Good norning.
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Q My name is Gl enn Rippie. | am counsel for
Comonweal th Edi son and | have a few questions for
you this morning and probably briefly this afternoon.

Could |I refer you please to your
rebuttal testinmony in Docket 11-0588, that would be
t he summer storm docket, Page 1, Lines 11 through 15
and tell me when you're there, please.

A Line 11 through 157

Q Yes, sir.

A Okay.

Q Now, as | understand your process of
anal ysis, you exam ned the various interruptions that
were caused in this case by |Iightening and uprooted
trees based upon the data that was available to you
concerning the interruptions attributable to those
causes; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And if we were to | ook at Exhibits A
t hrough F to Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany's
petitions -- petition in this docket, those would be
the |l arge tables, do you have that -- I'"'mnot really

going to can you too many questions about them but
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do you happen to have themin front of you?

A No, | don't have the entire tables in front
of nme. |'"'mfamliar with the tables.

Q Are those the data tables that would
i ndi cate each of the respective interruptions as well
as the cause codes which ComEd attributed to thent

A Yes. That was the data set that | used in
formng my recommendati ons.

Q So when you refer to interruptions caused
by lightening and uprooted trees at Lines 13 to 14,
you're referring to those interruptions that are
identified on Exhibits A through F of the petition
t hat are cause coded as related to |ightening and
uprooted trees; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, as a result of your recommendation
that a waiver be granted with respect to those
interruptions, did you ask yourself the question of
whet her the remaining number of customers who
experienced a simultaneous interruption -- |I'm sorry,
a simultaneous and continuous interruption of service

for 4 hours or nore was greater than or |ess than

234



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

30, 0007

A Yes. The analysis would only result in an
output with interruptions that included customers who
experienced an interruption for greater than 4 hours.
| think that's what you asked ne.

Q Yes. And as a result of that analysis, you
reached a reconmendati on that Comonweal th Edi son
Conpany shoul d receive a waiver for three -- well
complete liability for three of the six storm events
and the damage that they caused that were raised in
this docket; is that correct?

A At the rebuttal stage, my recommendati on
was for five of the siXx.

Q Ri ght . | prom se that's where |I'm going
next. " mjust wal king through the steps.

That was at your direct; right?

A That's correct.

Q And in reaching that conclusion, you didn't
artificially exclude from your consideration any
knowl edge that you have that you felt directly bared
on the cause of any of those interruptions, did you?

A | didn't artificially exclude anything.
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Q Now -- could you now please turn to Page 2,
Lines 38 through 44 of your rebuttal testinmony.

MR. HARVEY: Rebuttal testinony, Counsel ?

MR. RI PPI E: Yes. Page 2, Lines 38 through 44.
And, again, we're in Docket 11-0588.

THE W TNESS: Okay.
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q And if I'mcorrect, that testinony refers
to the additional information that you were provided
by the Company in its testinmny subsequent to your

direct that you also analyzed; right?

A That woul d have been from M. Piazza.
Q Ri ght .
A Yes.

Q And you performed the same type of analysis
now consi dering that additional information that
M. Piazza provided about weather conditions
prevailing during those storm events; is that
correct?

A Specifically wi nd, yes.

Q Okay. But you still | ooked at the

i ndi vidual interruptions occurring on Exhibits A
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t hrough F and categorized them by cause code and then
consi dered the new evidence in |ight of those
particul ar cause codes?

A That's correct.

Q And as a result of that analysis, am
correct that you found that in your review,
Commonweal t h Edi son should be entitled to a conplete
wai ver with respect to five of the six storm systens
and the damage and interruptions that they caused
t hat were raised in Docket 11-0588?

A Well, not a conplete waiver. | found that

fewer than 30,000 customers should remain after the

wai ver that | recomended.
Q Now, let's then take a step back and maybe
do sonmet hing out of order to be clear. You've read

16- 125 and, in particular, section 125(e) of the
Public Utilities Act; right?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q Okay. And |I'm not going to ask you for
| egal interpretations, but would it be fair to say
t hat your understanding is it's sort of a two-part

statute; that is, one question is, is the statute
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invoked with respect to an interruption and the
second question would be, is there a waiver
applicable in the event that it's invoked?

MR. HARVEY: W th the understanding that he's
not answering as a | awyer.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q |s that sort of the way you | ooked at your
task?

MR. RI PPI E: Is that a better way of saying it?

MR. HARVEY: Fair enough.

THE W TNESS: Yes.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q Okay. So when | say "conpl ete waiver,"
what | mean is, with respect to five of the six storm
systems, you concluded that the remaining number of
customers affected by interruptions that you could
not conclude were due to unpreventabl e weat her damage
fell below the 30,000 aggregate cap applicable to
interruptions of |onger than 4 hours in duration as
you construed the statute?

A Correct.

Q Now -- and once again, you didn't exclude
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any relevant information that you felt you had
reaching that determ nation; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Have you had an opportunity to review the
surrebuttal testinmony filed by ComEd in
Docket 11-0588?

A Yes.

Q Has that testinmony altered your concl usions
in any way, either with respect to what storm systens
and associated interruptions ConmEd would be entitled,
in your opinion, to a conplete waiver or to the
extent of the number of customers for whomthe
interruptions were, in your opinion, not denonstrated
to be unprevent abl e?

MR. HARVEY: Just to be clear, Counsel, could
you ask that as two questions?

MR. RI PPI E: Sur e. "1l also try to shorten
it.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q Did the surrebuttal testimony change in

your opinion in any way?

A Yes. M. Piazza provided a number of --
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think there were approximately 47 additional

| D numbers t hat

wer e geographically | ocated where

out age

wi nd speeds exceed the 60 mles an hour. That
affected the numbers, if you will, of customers not
covered by the waiver that | recommend.

Q How did it affect that nunber?

A

surrebuttal
sonmet hi ng.
t hat M.

MS. SATTER

It

reduced the number. Prior to the

testi nony, the number was 84,000 and

And after | plugged in the new outages

Was that 51,767? Or 577

THE W TNESS: 51, 767.

MS. SATTER

MR. RI PPI E:

back, pl ease.

Thank you

Can | just hear the first number

THE W TNESS: 51, 767.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q

> O >

QO

' m sorry, the 80,000 odd number.

d] ’

Wel

Can

let me find where that was in the --

actually.

rebuttal testinony.

ask you to go then to Page 6,

Pi azza identified, the number became 51, 767.
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Line 119 in the table that foll ows.

A 82, 449.

Q Okay.

A | beg your pardon.

Q So is the reduction -- and | apol ogi ze for
the math -- 32,500 and sonme?

A Well, it would be whatever 82,449 m nus
51, 767 is.

Q Okay.

A To be clear, the analysis |I performed | ooks

at each interval where customers were interrupted
during a storm so these figures that we're talking
about right now are the maxi num number of customers
at any interval that would not be covered by a

wai ver . It does not mean that during the entire

storm that many customers are not covered by a

wai ver .
Q | understand. It could be a | esser number?
A Yes.

Q And in the case of the five stornms where
t he nunmber is under 30,000, it will always be a

number under 30, 0007
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A Exactly.

Q ' m going to show you an exhibit which is
in your exhibit file as Exhibit No. 9, | believe.

MS. SATTER: Can you specify what you mean by
"exhibit file"?

MR. RI PPI E: Sorry.

MS. SATTER: Exhibit file, you mean an exhibit
to his testinmony?

MR. RIPPIE: No. No. |In accordance with the
arrangements for dealing with the video. A package
of potential cross-exam nation exists in Springfield
from which exhibits are being pulled and this is ny
way of telling our assistant down there which
particular one to pull, which | am about to tender to
you.

MS. SATTER: So when you say "exhibit file
number," you are referring to the code?

MR. RIPPIE: This would be ComEd Cross
Exhibit 1, | believe.

(Wher eupon, ConEd Cross
Exhi bit No. 1 (Rockrohr) was

mar ked for identification.)
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BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q M. Rockrohr, |I'm going to ask you to bear
with me here. That is a -- you should what's in
front of you a waterfall chart showing five -- make

that six bars, am |l correct?

A Yes. On the top -- what would be the top
overl ay.

Q Actually, you should have the one that

doesn't have an overlay, it should be just the bl own

up piece. It should be No. 9 as opposed to No. 10.
Maybe | get -- maybe you were given the wrong one or
| m snumbered it. It should just be a box showi ng..

MR. RIPPIE: Tracy or Amy, if you could grab
t he other one, it's probably that one.

THE W TNESS: | have 9 and he suggests it m ght
be 10. Okay. | have that one.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q Okay. | f you would, please, mark it ConmEd
Cross Exhibit No. 1 if you happen to have a pen with
you.

Now, that indicates the starting

maxi mum bl ock of the 82,449 that you testified to; is
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that correct?

A Yes.

Q And then there's -- the next colum is new
data which I submt to -- refer to the new data
comng from M. Piazza. W took it -- frankly, an

estimate of what we thought the mathematical i npact
of that was. You have a slightly different nunber.
s it possible so that the record is

clear as to the deduction that you've made, for you
to take a pen and write in there the correct nunber
as you testified to it for the deduction for the new
data and then the remaini ng number of aggregate
customers associated with the interruptions for |inb
broken, tree contact and intentional interruptions?

MS. SATTER: If you will, there's no source on
here. s this referring to data from M. Rockrohr's
testi nony.

MR. RIPPIE: The source is M. Rockrohr.

MS. SATTER: Well, is this fromhis testinony
at a certain page? Can you direct us to a citation
just so that we can follow what you're doing?

MR. RIPPIE: The citation is Page 6. It begins
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with the 82,449 that appears on Page 6, Line 119 and
' m asking himto mark on there what the remaining
bal ances are according to his cal cul ation.

MS. SATTER: Of his revised rebuttal ?

MR. RI PPI E: Of his rebuttal revised, Exhibit

No. 2.
MS. SATTER: That's where the 82 figure is.
MR. RI PPI E: Ri ght .
MS. SATTER: Where are the other nunbers fron?
MR. RI PPI E: ' m asking himto replace them

with the correct number according to his calculation
so we have the exact numbers that he used. Those
were taken from what he estimated the effect of

M. Piazza testinmny woul d be. He has a slightly
different number, so |I'm asking himto wite in the
correct number.

MS. SATTER: So you're asking himif he agrees

with your -- with these representations on this
chart?
MR. RI PPI E: | am certainly not asking that. I

am asking himto wite in the correct number and |

will offer into evidence the document that has the
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numbers that he writes on it. W're not here, so |
can't do it on a live board, | have to do it this
way.

MR. HARVEY: Maybe we coul d take judicial
notice of the fact that | think 82,449 |ess 51,767
| eaves us with 36,082; right?

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q l'"'mtrying to find out how many you've got
in each category. That's all I'"'mtrying to do,
M . Rockrohr?

MS. SATTER: So you are trying to find out how
he changed his model as he testified that he
accommodat ed some of these changes?

MR. RI PPI E: Correct. | amtrying to find out
what the reduction was and then how many that | eaves
in limb broken at |ess than 60 mles an hour, tree
contact and intentional.

THE W TNESS: M. Rippie, are the green
bl ocks -- is your intent that those represent
additi onal outages that are disallowed or the outages

that remain after the di sall owance?

246



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q My intention was that the first block
represents the number of customers who | ost power as
a result of the interruptions that you deci ded you
could recomend were unpreventabl e based on the new
data for M. Piazza; and that the next three are the
number of customers affected by the interruptions in
the remaining three categories that are indicated at
the bottom of the table.

A Okay. The subtraction that | discussed
earlier would indicate that M. Piazza's surrebuttal
caused me to reduce the 82,449 by 30, 682. So 30, 682.

Q Okay.

A There were no other additional reductions.

Q Okay. So that left the other three nunbers
the same?

MR. HARVEY: By "the other three nunbers,”
Counselor, I'"'m not entirely certain --

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q How many customers were affected by the

interruptions that remained after taking into account

M. Piazza's data that you proposed to disallow on
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t he grounds that they were due to a |linb broken at a
time when there was |less than a 60 mle an hour gust
i ndicated in his data?

A | did not disallow interruptions for broken
l[imbs if the wi nd speed was |l ess than 60 m | es per
hour . My di sall owance was for wi nd speeds greater
than 60 m | es per hour?

Q Okay. We're just using "disallowance"” in
t he opposite neans.

You agree that a broken |limb occurring
at a wi nd speed of greater than 60 mles an hour
shoul d be deenmed unpreventable, do you not?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. We just used the words in the

opposite -- in the opposite sense.
So the first -- the limb broken | ess
than 60 mles an hour gust, |I'm asking you, how many

customers were affected by interruptions that you --
t hat were categorized as |linmb broken that you did not
recommend be found unpreventable by virtue of the
fact that the wind speed was | ess than 60 mles an

hour ?
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A | can only give you the max- -- the
conmbi ned val ues. | don't have them broken out by
cause, as you do, on the bottom of this table.

Q Would the way -- if we ever had to
determ ne that number, would the method you woul d use
to determne it be to strike off the list all of
the -- all of the interruptions that M. Piazza's
data relates to and then to sinmply total up the
number of customers in the remaining ones that were
categorized as |limb broken, tree contact and
intentional ?

A Or any other --

Q Exactly.

A -- cause.

For each individual time interval of

t he outage or of the storm event.

Q If we --
A And, again, | want to be clear that these
are maxi num val ues for the storm event. This doesn't

mean at any nonment in time these numbers were
occurring.

Q | appreciate that. So if I rephrased ny

249



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

gquestion, though, to occur to the maxi mum point, that
woul d be the met hodol ogy that you would use to assess
that; is that correct?

A Yeah. To review the methodol ogy, it's --
simply used the spreadsheet that identifies the
number -- or the customers involved in outages that
woul d be included in my waiver recommendati on and
subtract them from those customers that experienced a
4- hour or longer interruption. So only customers
experienci ng an outage of at |east 4 hours are even
in the discussion and then if | included a particular
cause code, as you call it, in nmy waiver, | would
subtract the number of customers affected by that
cause code for every interval and if there were nore
t han 30, 000 customers for any enter interval, | would
state that during that interval of time, more than

30, 000 customers were not covered by a waiver.

Q Under st ood. Let's see if | can try to
summari ze this one last time and then I'll try a
different way to, | think, see if we can get the

record cl ear.

For the maxi mum interval that you
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descri be, would you go about determ ning the number
of customers that you did not include in the pool of
customers where you determ ned that the damage t hat
caused their interruption was unpreventable, by
taki ng the nunber of customers affected as shown on
t he spreadsheet and elim nating those rows of the
spreadsheet that M. Piazza provided additional data
|l ed you to classify as preventable and then | ooking
at the remai nder by the various categories that we

wer e tal king about?

MR. HARVEY: | don't mean to be an
obstructionist, but |I kind of have a form of the
question problemwith that primarily, | suspect, due
to my own not getting it. ls there --

MR. RIPPIE: That's actually why | was trying
t he exhibit, but sure, I'lIl try one last time to
break this up.
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q If we were to ask you the question that |
asked you a few m nutes ago, which was, of those
aggregate customers at the maxi muminterval, how many

of them were out of service because of an
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interruption that was attributed to a broken Iinb at
a period of time when the wind was |l ess than 60 m | es
per hour, you would cal cul ate that answer based on
the data in the spreadsheet; right?

A Yes.

Q And you woul d base it by determ ning which

rows of the spreadsheet remai ned that met that

criterion -- or actually those criteria and adding
t hem up?

A Yes, but time interval, yes.

Q Okay.

MS. SATTER: Can you clarify what the interval
is?
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q The interval would be the 4-hour period,
M. Rockrohr, with the maxi num number of interrupted
customers having an interruption duration of 4 hours
or more; right?

A The interval is nmuch smaller than 4 hours.
The interval is approximtely a m nute. So -- and
the reason for that is at the end of any given

m nute, there may or may not be customers who
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experience -- who have just experienced 4 hours of
interruption time.

Q Okay. Let me try to rephrase the question
t hen.

You were | ooking at it in a view
granul ar way, but you are |ooking for those customers
t hat have experienced a 4-hour period of continuous
| ack of service?

A Correct.

(Change of reporters.)
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(Change of reporters.)

Q Now, swi tching cases. | n Docket No
11- 0662, did you undertake a simlar analysis -- |
suspect you should leave all this in both dockets
rat her than waste everybody's time with me asking all
t he predi cate questions?

Did you use the same type of
analysis in Docket 11-0662 that you did in 11-0588?

A Yes.

Q And did that |ead you to the concl usion
t hat the aggregate number of customers using the
met hodol ogy that you just described was bel ow 30, 000?

A Yes.

Q And is that the reason why you reconmmend
that Com Ed be given a waiver to the extent the
statute applies?

A Yes.

Q And did you, in reaching that concl usion
i gnore any knowl edge known to you that would be
rel evant to that determ nation in your opinion?

A No.

Q Now, continuing with both dockets, when the

254



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

statute in question refers to unpreventabl e damage
due to weat her events or conditions, you eval uated
that criteria with respect to each of the rows of
each of those spreadsheets, right?

A | utilized the cause codes of that that Com
Ed provided.

Q But your methodol ogy applied that to every
row of every spreadsheet separately?

A Yes, every row, Yyes.

Q Now, when the statute refers to
unprevent abl e damage due to weat her events or
conditions, did you use that to mean interruptions
t hat were unpreventable by the utility?

A Yes.

Q And is your notion of or your belief that
what is unpreventable by a utility is those things
that -- strike that, please.

Do you believe that what is
preventable by the utility -- still got it wrong.
'l try number three.

s it your view that what is

unprevent abl e damage -- damage that a utility cannot
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prevent, is damage that would occur despite the
utility using good utility practice and accepted
engi neering construction and mai ntenance practices?
A Yes, that's fair.
Q Now, you're generally famliar, as |

believe Ms. Satter asked you, with the reliability

obligations of an Illinois utility; is that correct?
A Yes.
Q And Illinois utilities are supposed to act

in a manner that is prudent and reasonable; is that

correct?
A Yes.
Q s it your belief that acting in a manner

that is imprudent or unreasonable is consistent with

good utility practice?

A No.

Q So is it -- is Comonweal th Edison's
phraseol ogy of the standard that says a utility can't

prevent damage that behaving in a reasonable and
prudent manner woul dn't prevent, in your m nd,
essentially equivalent to your definition?

A Again, are you asking me if Com Ed's
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statement is equivalent to my definition?

Q "1l make it even sinpler. Wuld you
accept as being essentially equivalent to your
definition, that a utility can't be expected to
prevent damage through unreasonabl e or i nmprudent
actions?

A Yes, | think that's fair.

Q And | know you've had some experience

working for a utility before you went to work for the
Comm ssion, maybe actually two utilities, right?

A That's correct.

Q I n planning as well as operational fields,
right?

A Correct.

Q Ils part of running a utility reasonably and

prudently bal ancing conpeting resources' needs and
adopting strategies that are appropriate considering
all of the factors that go into providing reliable
service?

A Provided m nimum -- yes, provided m nimum
mai nt enance and construction standards are net.

Q And utilities, in your experience, have
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programs that are designed to identify those
i ndi vidual |ocations on their system where something
needs repair or replacement and to respond to those
condi tions?

MR. HARVEY: Just to clarify, M. Rockrohr,
| think, is testifying about his experience prior to
comng to the Comm ssion.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q 1l make that clear, thank you. I n your
experience in dealing with utilities, both prior to
comng to the Comm ssion and in observing Illinois
utilities during your tenure as a Conmm ssion
enpl oyee, would you agree that a good utility should

mai ntain the systems to identify those individual
| ocations on its system where sonmet hi ng needs repair
or attention and to respond to it accordingly, to get
it back in shape, if you will?

A Yes. | nspecti ons and mai ntenance in
response to those inspections are critical.

Q Now, with respect, |I'mgoing to focus on
the July 11th storm for a fair amount of time now.

Just to confirm you have recommended that the
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Comm ssion regard as unpreventabl e damage that damage
to utility equi pment caused by wi nds when gusts
exceeded 60 mles per hour as denonstrated by M.
Piazza's data; is that correct?

A |*ve included in those outages in my waiver
recommendati on.

Q Okay, fair enough. And that's because the
60 m |l e an hour nunber i s approximately equivalent to
the wind speed that would be required to put the
forces on equi pment that the NESC standard for
utility equipment strength would call for; is that
right?

A Partially. lt's also because it's ny
opi ni on that regardless of the condition of the
utility's trimjob, the outages would be
unprevent abl e above 60 m | es an hour.

Q Fair enough. You have also included in
t hat pool of preventable outages to be
unpreventable -- sorry, strike that whole question.

You have also included in that pool
of unpreventabl e damage, damage from broken |i nbs

where the wi nd speeds exceed 60 m |l es an hour only,
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right?

A Yeah, that's just what we were talking
about | believe.

Q Got it. And by broken |linmbs, we are
tal ki ng about a condition where there is a linb
ei ther over or near a wire, but potentially out of
t he appropriate clearance zone that nonethel ess
breaks off and does something that damages the
utility facility, right?

A | have no idea whether it was in the
appropriate trim zone or outside the trim zone, but
my under standi ng of Com Ed's outage record would be
that a broken Iimb would mean it was detached from
the tree and caused the damage or outage.

Q Be it inside or outside the zone?

A Correct.

Q And an uprooted tree would be when the tree
is detached fromthe ground and actually falls on or
ot herwi se damages the equi pment?

A Well, an uprooted tree wouldn't necessarily
be detached from the ground, but it would tip over.

Q Okay. Fair enough. Now, all of those
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criteria that you applied in the same way to all of
the storms, right?

A Yes.

Q And would you al so apply those criteria to,
say, a mcro burst that only affect a few bl ocks?

A | need to backup. You asked me if |

applied all those criteria to all of the storms and

my recollection is that | did not apply the criteria
of Iimbs exceeding 60 mles -- in areas that exceeded
60 mles an hour where the -- where ny -- it was

unnecessary to do so in order to reach a number that
was bel ow the 30, 000. I n other words, once the val ue
was beneath the statutory 30,000, there was no need
to |l ook for additional interruptions, was nmy opinion.
Q Okay. You did not apply a more forgiving
standard for the larger incident -- |I'msorry, for
the | arger inmpact storms than for the smaller impact
stornms? MR. HARVEY: By forgiving, | guess
| need a certain amount of clarification.
BY MR. RI PPI E:
Q Sure, I'"ll withdraw it, we'll try it again.

You only applied or applied the wind test if you
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needed to to get below the 30,000, right?

A Essentially, yes.

Q But you didn't apply a different wi nd test,
for exanple, a test that would say damage caused by
wi nd speeds of 40 mles an hour were unpreventabl e,
to any stornm?

A Correct.

Q And for no stormdid you consi der any
interruptions coded as due to tree contact as being
due to preventable damage, right?

A For no stormdid | incorporate that within
my reconmmendati on.

Q Wt hout regard to wi nd speed?

A Correct.

Q So 80 mle an hour wi nd speed, tree contact
was still excluded from the pool of damage which you
recommended be deemed unprevent abl e?

A That's accurate.

Q Are you generally famliar with the
circumstances surrounding the July 11th storm
including its size, speed and intensity?

A My famliarity with that stormis based on
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information that | read about it. | did not
experience it personally.

Q But you | ooked in the sources that you
would ook in to find data on a stormlike that as an
engi neer, including, for exanple, National Wather
Service data and the kind of data that M. Piazza
provided, along with his testinmny; would that be a
fair statement?

A Yes.

Q Now, woul d you agree with me, based on your
general famliarity with the National Weather Service
and other data, that on the nmorning of July 11th the
| ocal atmosphere was in a disturbed state? |I'm
quoting, but if he knows.

A | don't recall -- sitting here | don't
recall when the actual storm event began. Wy
understanding fromthe testimony that | read is that
the storm began on the 11th and extended several
days, in terms of the clean up or the recovery.

Q The Iine of thunderstorns involved
extended, did it not, fromwestern W sconsin through

|l owa, at its inception, into Nebraska and then down
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into Kansas?

A Subject to check, that's fine

Q And then by the morning it was comng in to
Il'linois, crossing the M ssissippi River at around
6:00 a.m on the 11th, subject to check?

A Okay.

Q "' m now going to give you the radar imges.
These, by the way, are right out of M. Piazza's

testinmony and |I'm giving themto you in the hope that

they will aid our discussion. It is a two-page
exhi bit. It will be designated in the box as No. 8,
| believe. MR. HARVEY: And just so we're

cl ear, Counsel, the source of this is M. Piazza?
MR. RIPPIE: Wth the exception of the
title page saying, Storm July 11th, they are M.
Piazza's materi al s.
MS. SATTER: Do you have any further
identifications, such as page numbers?
MR. RI PPI E: No, they are right out of
M. Piazza's testinmony.
MS. SATTER: VWhich exhibit? He had severa

exhi bits.

264



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

MR. RI PPI E: Il will try and find it, but
"' m not going to ask the witness to go back to M.
Piazza's testinmony.

MS. SATTER: You are representing they are
fromthe testimony, | think it's only appropriate to
have the source.

MR. RI PPI E: Il will dig it up for you if
you like.
(Com Ed Cross Exhibit No. 2 was
mar ked for identification.)
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q M. Rockrohr, while I'm digging that source
up, do you recognize these docunents? Do you
recogni ze the i mages?

A If you're asking have | seen them before,
they |l ook famliar. | couldn't tell you precisely
whi ch exhibit from M. Piazza they were in, but they
do | ook famliar.

MR. RI PPI E: We think it's 4.05. It is
the one that | ooks |like the July 11th storm

MR. HARVEY: We'll concur that this appears

to represent images contained in 4.05.
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BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q M. Rockrohr, would you agree that, and you
can consult the exhibit to the extent you need to
refresh your recollection, but to the extent that you
don't, answer the question without it, would you
agree that the principal component of the July 11th
storm was a thunderstorm conpl ex that extended from
the Wsconsin/lllinois border to well south of the
Chi cago metropolitan area?

A That's my understandi ng, yes.

Q And that during the period of time between
6:00 a.m and 9:00 a.m, that thunderstorm conmpl ex
formed a bow and passed across the service territory
of the conpany and then exiting to the east?

MR. HARVEY: | think we are prepared to
stipulate that these documents are what they purport
to be. "' m not certain that M. Rockrohr is the
ri ght person to testify.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q Fair enough. Do you know, M. Rockrohr,

what this type of thunderstorm conplex is called?

Have you heard it referred to as a derecho?
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A Yes. That is not how | was going to
pronounce it but yes, it is straight |ine w nds.

Q And M. Rockrohr, as an electrical engineer
t hat has worked in the utility industry, would you

agree that a derecho is an unusual event that has a

particul ar significance to the operators of a utility
syst ent?
A It certainly used to be an unusual event.

And yes, it does pose challenges to the operators of
electric utilities.

Q And is one of the reasons why, because the
t hunderstormitself is noving with great rapidity and
t hat any wi nds that blows out in front of it sinply

add to that velocity?

A | have no idea.
Q But you are aware that for operators of a
utility, this kind of storm a derecho, is a

particul arly destructive event, are you not?

A Yes, | am

Q Do you know whet her the derecho that
occurred |l ess than two weeks ago in the eastern

United States had wind speeds in the 60 to 80 mle an
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hour range, just |like this derecho?

MR. HARVEY: | have to say that this is
somewhat beyond the scope of his testinmony or this
proceedi ng.

MR. RI PPI E: | know that this w tness
obviously can't testify to that derecho. But this
wi t ness does testify about what conditions cause
prevent abl e and unpreventabl e outages. And | think
it's fair to ask him whether he is aware of the
| evel s of destruction that simlar storms have
produced. | f he's not an aware, then tell me he's
not aware.

MR. HARVEY: It's pretty clearly the
Conpany's position that storms, unrelated to the
summer stornms of 2011, aren't at issue here. And I
woul d just point out that the storms that took place
in the eastern United States a couple of weeks ago
fall squarely into that category.

MR. RIPPIE: Well, we didn't justify the
out age based on that. But this witness has testified
t hat damage that occurs at various wi nd speeds, in

his view, is not preventable and I think I'"mentitled
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to inquire what the reality is of damage at w nd
speeds in that range.

He has chosen to say that no matter what
the wind speed, tree contact, in his view, doesn't
fall in the unpreventable category and that |inmb
drops below 60 mles an hour don't fall into that
cat egory. And | think I"'mentitled to explore
whet her those decisions bear any relationship to the
real worl d.

MR. HARVEY: Well, and certainly that is
somet hing you are entitled to do, but | think doing
it by having himtestify regarding matters not at
i ssue here, and clearly beyond the scope of this
proceeding, is not one of the ways you can do that.

JUDGE DOLAN: "1l sustain the
obj ecti on.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q | n deci di ng whether or not tree contact was
preventable in your view, at any wi nd speed, did you
consi der the damage that was caused by ot her stornms
of simlar levels of violence?

A | considered the informati on that Com Ed
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provided regarding the July 11th storm

Q So your understandi ng would be in reaching
your -- strike that, please.

The no tree contact is preventable
position is yours, not Com Ed's, right?

A | don't think you are capturing my position
accurately. | did not include tree contacts in ny
recommendati on because in my opinion Com Ed did not
show that they were unpreventable. That is not the
same as saying that any tree contact is
unprevent abl e.

Q So is it your view, then, that in order to
meet the criteria that you would have to show t hat
tree contact is preventable, you would require --
stri ke that, please.

Before | go there, | want to make
sure | don't |lose the previous question. I n
devel opi ng the standards that you applied, not in
determ ni ng whet her or not they were met, but in
devel oping the standards, is it correct that you did
not consider the |evel of damage caused by other

storms of violence and extent simlar to the July
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11t h stornf?

A Yes, | think that's true.

Q And did you, in deciding what your opinion
woul d be today, consider in any way the events of the
| ast 10 days in the states to the east of us where
peopl e are out of service?

MR. HARVEY: Well, 1I'Il have to renew ny
obj ection insofar as that requests an opinion on a
matter that is beyond the scope.

MS. SATTER: It's also after his testinmony
was done.

MR. RI PPI E: No, | asked hi m whet her he
considered it, that's all | asked. | haven't asked
t he next question, yet.

JUDGE DOLAN: Well, I'IlIl overrule the
obj ection. You can ask him the question

THE W TNESS: No.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q Now |l et's go back to where |I was before.
Am | correct that in reaching your recommendation
that tree contact was not preventable at any w nd

speed, you did not accept evidence based on the
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nature of the storm or how vegetation reacts, in
general, to storms of that strength?

A | don't think | could agree with that. How
vegetation reacts during storms of that strength was
a |large part of the reason | included outages due to
limb breakage above 60 m |l es per hour in ny
recommendati on.

Q Now, 60 m |l es per hour is a wi nd speed that
is related to the strength required applicable to
electric utility facilities; am |1 correct?

A Well, not precisely. The NESC puts wi nd
| oading on utility -- wind |oading requirements on
utilities based on the pressure a |linmb would cause on
t hem Com Ed wi tnesses provided an exhibit that
showed a typical utility pole wi thout icing should be
able to withstand up to 65 mle an hour wi nds.

Q And that's Exhibit 7.01, right?

A Correct.

Q But the 60 mle an hour standard is related
to your view, be it mathematically derived fromthe
NESC or based on your opinion, on the strength a

utility facility ought to be exhibiting during any
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storm right?

A Well, as | said before, that's only part of
it. The other part is that it's my position that
regardl ess of the condition of the utility's trim if
i mbos break above 60 mles per hour, there is little
they could do to prevent them from contacting their
-- and damaging their distribution system

Q Now, M. Rockrohr, your experience is as an
el ectrical engineer, right?

A | have experience as an electrical
engi neer, yes.

Q But that is what your degree is in?

A Correct.

Q You do not have a degree in forestry or
arboricul ture?

A | do not have a degree in either of those.

Q And you have never held yourself out to the
public as a forester?

A | have not.

Q No part of your training involved the study
or evaluation of the strength or resiliency of

different species of wood?
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A | couldn't say that. | actually was the
manager of vegetation management for a time in North
Coast Division of Pacific Gas and Electric.

Q Pacific Gas and Electric enpl oyees
prof essional arborists, don't they?

A They do.

Q And you weren't one of them you were the
manager ?

A Correct.

Q You agree, based on your experience that
different trees have different strengths?

A Yes.

Q Is it your view that Com Ed has a right to
control what kind of trees are planted along its
ri ght-of-way? 1| said along, not within, by the way.

A No. In fact the type of tree, though,
could certainly dictate how they trimthat
ri ght-of -way.

Q Fair enough. But Commmonweal th Edi son can't
determ ne whet her people plants trees that break at
| ower wi nd speeds along the edge of their

ri ght-of-way, can they?
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A No.

Q And Com Ed also can't determ ne whet her
fol ks plant trees or vegetation that pieces break off
of and bl ow around during storms, can they?

A No.

Q And you know, do you not, M. Rockrohr,
from personally observing the aftermath of severe
stornms, that pieces of vegetation do break off and
bl ow around at high wi nd speeds?

A Yes, they do.

Q Woul d you agree or do you have any reason
to disagree with Commonweal th Edi son's statements and
testinony that the July 11th storm was the single
most damagi ng stormin the history of the conpany?

A | have no reason to disagree or refute
t hat .

Q Now, | want you to hypothetically assume
t hat everything about the July 11th storm was the
same, except that it was half the size. The
condition of the system was the same, the condition
of the vegetation was the same, the wind strength was

t he same, everything else was the same, except its
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physical extent was half the size. I f that

hypot heti cal were true, and you applied your same

met hodol ogy, the conclusion you would arrive at would
be to reconmmend a waiver of all liability, wouldn't
it?

MR. HARVEY: Just for the sake of argument,
are we referring -- by half the size, you said half
of the geographical size affecting half of the
geogr aphi cal area?

BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q We'll take that. What | really mean is
causi ng exactly -- interruptions of exactly half the
ext ent. MR. HARVEY: "' m assum ng this

is hypothetical?

MR. RI PPI E: It is hypothetical.

THE W TNESS: Well, clearly if you are
cutting the number of outages in half, then the
analysis would result in some |ower nunber than the
analysis resulted in in this docket. It clearly
depends on two things, the number of customers
interrupted, as well as the Conmpany's response to it.

So if the Company responded in |ike
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manner, it's likely that the result would have been
fewer than 30,000 custonmers exceeded four hours
interruption after the waiver | recommended.
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q So to be clear, all other things being
equal , including the response, the half size storm

you arrive at a conplete waiver recomendati on,

right?
MR. HARVEY: Hypot hetically of course.
MR. RI PPI E: Hypot heti cal .
THE W TNESS: And |'m not trying to be
difficult. | think that's a possible outconme it's

not a guaranteed outcome.
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q If all other things were equal, M.
Rockrohr, how couldn't it be in the outconme?

A Wel |, when you say all other things being

equal , does that mean you're utilizing, for practical

pur poses, twice the work force you were using on the

| arger storm? In that case, yes, | think it would be

very |likely that a waiver would place the number

bel ow 30, 000.
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|f you are also halving the work
force, then the ratios m ght equal out and you m ght
wind up in exactly the place you are. You know, |
can't predict that.

Q But as your work force exanple illustrates,
under this particular view of 16-125 and what it does
or doesn't apply to, you are nore likely to get a
wai ver with a smaller storm than you are with a nore
damagi ng storm aren't you?

A You are nmore |likely to get a waiver or not
be liable for damages in a stormthat effects further
people, certainly.

Q And for less length of time?

A If recovery is for less of a tinme,
certainly.

Q Now, we spent a |lot of time tal king about
how storms could cause interruptions, but you also
mentioned the length of time for restoration. The
met hodol ogy that you've described to determ ne
whet her or not damage was preventable did not include
whet her or not the affects of the storm frustrated

restoration to make it so that the duration of the
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resulting interruption was |onger than four hours,

didit?
A It certainly did in 11-0662.
Q Fair enough. It did not in 11-0588?

A Only to the extent that | testified that
t hought that Com Ed's response efforts were adequat
and appropri ate.
JUDGE DOLAN: Did you say adequate and
I nappropriate?
THE W TNESS: And appropri ate.
BY MR. RI PPI E:
Q I n your view, M. Rockrohr, how many
interruptions occurred during the July 11th storn?
MR. HARVEY: And just to be clear, Counsel,
we are tal king about total interruptions or
preventable interruptions?
MR. RI PPI E: Tot al .
MR. HARVEY: And by interruptions we also
mean of any duration?
MR. RI PPI E: Any.

BY MR. RI PPI E:

e

Q "1l make it easier, the answer is not one,
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is it?

A No, the answer is not one.

Q It would be some number of hundreds or
t housands?

A Yes. | don't think | have that number at
my fingertips, although | do have that avail able. Do
you want me to try the find the exact number?

Q Sur e. If you can do it, |1 don't want to
wast e everyone's time.

A And your question is limted to the July
11t h stornf?

Q Yes.

A The value that | have at my fingertips here
down in this roomis the number of customers
simul taneously experiencing interruption during any
four hour period and that was 483, 816. Wy
recollection is that the total nunber of customers
experiencing an interruption was closer to 900, 000.

Q But my question was not how many customers
were affected, but how many interruptions caused that
number of customers to be out of service.

A Sorry.
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MR. HARVEY: Bef ore he answers this
guestion, Counsel, |I'm somewhat perplexed. Are we
tal ki ng about -- are we now tal king about
interruption or damage to individual circuits
resulting in interruption or am | being nore than
usual ly obtuse?

MR. RI PPI E: "1l make the question as
simple as | can.
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q How many interruptions did the July 11th
storm cause?

A 5,324, according to Com Ed' s dat a.

Q Whi ch you have no reason to doubt?

A That's what | utilized for all my
recommendati ons.

Q "' m not asking you to swear that it's not
5,325, that's not what |'m asking. You have no
reason to believe it's 3,0007

A No, | have no reason to doubt the nunbers
that Com Ed provided in their exhibits to the
petition.

Q And that is the number that you used, as
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you said, in your analysis of the July 11th stornf?

A Yes. And to be clear, there is a
difference between the line items on the exhibits and
t he outage I D nunbers, but yes, this is the resultant
value after | counted, basically, the unique outage
ID's that Com Ed attributed to that storm

Q And pl ease forgive me, | just want to make
sure that | did get the answer to nmy question. And
you accepted that and used it as the input for your
analysis of the Septenmber 11th storm -- Septenmber
11t h, sorry. July 11th.

A Frankly, this was informational fact that
came out of my anal ysis. | did not use this number
for my anal ysis.

Q So you are actually involved in the
derivation of it?

A | provided a count.

Q Did you do a simlar thing in the analysis
of the other five storms at issue in 11-0588 and the
one storm at issue in 11-06627

A Yes, regarding the other storms in 11-0588.

And | do not recall on 11-0662. Il think it likely,
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but I don't think I included that in my testinmony.

Q But if I were to ask you how many
interruptions were caused by the February blizzard,
that is the stormat issue in 11-0662, you would
descri be the same process and you'd end up with a
number in the thousands?

A | would wind up with a number, sorry. I
don't know if it's in the thousands or hundreds, but
it would be some number.

Q And goi ng back to the beginning of my cross
exam nation, you took on the task of analyzing these
interruptions to determ ne whether they were
attributable to unpreventabl e damage due to weat her
events or conditions, you analyzed those
interruptions using the set of criteria that we've
just discussed for the I ast hour; is that correct?

A | think you are asking me if | used the
simlar criteria when determ ning my waiver
recommendation for all of these storms and the answer
woul d be yes.

Q "1l ask -- that was half of the question.

I n answering the question of whether or not the
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interruptions were due to an unpreventabl e damage
caused by weat her events or conditions, you went
t hrough the various -- strike that.

' m going to try to make this
really simple and then we may be done. I n order to
get those counts, you applied your criteria to a
series of things, right?

A | applied my criteria to the outage causes
t hat Com Ed provided for each.

Q For each interruption?

A Out age 1 D.

Q For each outage I D, which you said did not
correlate exactly to the individual interruptions,
but you made some adjustnments fromthat outage ID
number to get to it?

A It didn't correlate directly to each |line
on Com Ed's attachnment to its petition, sinmly
because some outage ID's were listed on nultiple
i nes.

Q And you didn't apply the criteria to where
the same interruptions showed up on nmultiple |ines,

you didn't apply the criteria nultiple tinmes, you
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combined it and applied it once, right?

A For the purpose of my analysis, | applied
the criteria to every line. And as | mentioned
earlier, the number of unique Com Ed outage ID s was
sinmply an informational fact not really used for the
anal ysis, but just a piece of information gl eaned
fromthe anal ysis.

Il n other words, the number of
customers is not consistent or constant for every
out age 1D. One outage I D m ght be a thousand
customers and anot her one custonmer. So in ternms of
whet her the waiver, the counts for the purpose of
wai ver, the number of outage ID s is not the critical
pi ece of information.

Q Okay. | think |I can ask the question so
that we're both clear. In determ ning whet her or not
unprevent abl e damage due to weat her events or
conditions existed, you went through each line item
and separately considered each of the, as you put
them outage ID s, identified by the conmpany?

A | considered every line itemin the data

t hat the conmpany provided.

285



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Q | ndi vi dual | y?

A Yes, each line item was separately
identified as to cause category and whether it would
be included in a waiver or not.

MS. SATTER: Can | inquire where we are in
the time estimte?
MR. RI PPI E: | have approxi mately 90
seconds. MS. SATTER: Okay, clock is
runni ng.
BY MR. RI PPI E:

Q In the reporting to the Comm ssion and its
staff about the reliability impacts of all seven of
the stornms at issue in these two dockets, you
woul dn't expect the conpany to treat these -- each
storm as being a single interruption, would you?

A No.

Q And, in fact, if they did such a thing
woul dn't staff conclude that the result would be
meani ngl ess?

A Off the top of my head, | don't see that it
woul d be useful. | don't know about neani ngl ess, but

| can't see where | would use it for anything.
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very much,

MR. RI PPI E: Cl ose enough, thank you

that's all | have.

MR. HARVEY: If we could have a m nute.

MR.

Rockr ohr.

JUDGE DOLAN: Sure, go off the record.
(Break taken.)
HARVEY: No redirect, your Honor.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay, great, thank you M.

(W tness excused.)

MS. YU: We have Mr. Frank from Hi ghl and

Par k.

your right

record?

case?

JUDGE DOLAN: M. Frank, please raise
hand.
(Wtness sworn.)

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY
MS. YU:
W Il you please state your nanme for the

Paul Frank.

On whose behalf are you testifying in this
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A |'"'m here to affirmthe testi nony of Mayor
Nancy Rotering on behalf of the City of Highland
Park, Illinois.

Q And do you know the substance of the
testinmony identified as AG Exhibits 2.0 and 2.1 from
your own personal know edge and experience?

A Yes, | do.

Q Do you want to make any changes or
corrections?

A No.

Q If I were to ask you the questions in these
docunments today, would your answers be the sanme as
t hose found in the testinony?

A Yes.

Q And to the best of your know edge, are the
answers in the testinony true and correct?

A Yes.

MS. YU At this tinme | would like to
present these documents into the record and offer M.
Frank for cross exam nati on.

MR. ROONEY: Can we reserve ruling, based

upon cross exam nation on a few items, your Honor?

288



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

JUDGE DOLAN: Sur e.
MR. ROONEY: Thank you

CROSS EXAM NATI ON

BY

MR. ROONEY:

Q Good afternoon, M. Frank, my name is John
Rooney, | have a few questions for you this
afternoon. M. Frank, you agreed to adopt Mayor
Rotering's testinmny | ast week, correct?

A Correct.

Q Prior to |l ast week, did you read Ms.
Rotering's testimny?

A | didn't read this testimny prior to | ast
week, but |I'm aware of many of the conversations
related to the topic, related to service issues.

Q | don't mean to interrupt you, but ny
guestion was, did you review it before | ast week and
my understanding is you did not review this testinony
before | ast week?

A Correct.

Q Do you know whether Ms. Rotering obtained

Hi ghl and Park City Council approval to file this
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testinony when it was filed on January 26, 2012?

A As a member of the City Council | was aware
that she was filing testinmony.

Q Do you know who approached Ms. Rotering
about filing testimony in this proceedi ng?

A No.

Q So then you wouldn't know when she was
approached and asked to prepare testinmony?

A No.

Q Now, in the course of preparing for your
appearance at the hearing today, in addition to Ms.
Rotering's testimny, what materials did you read or
review to prepare for being here today?

A | reviewed some neeting mnutes fromCity
Counci | meetings that occurred in 2011.

Q Did you happen to read any of the testinony
that was filed in this case by witnesses others than
those fromthe Attorney General's office?

A | reviewed sonme testimony that was filed by
representatives of Com Ed.

Q Do you recall which witnesses' testinmony

you revi ewed?
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A No.

Q Did you review the petition that initiated
this proceedi ng?

A No.

Q In the course of preparing for your
appearance at the hearing today, did you review
Section 16-125 of the Public Utilities Act?

A No.

Q So it would be fair to say that you don't
know i f that statute applies to this proceeding?

A No.

Q No, you woul dn't know?

A | m not aware of the | anguage of that
st at ut e.

Q Are you aware that this proceedi ng, and by
this proceeding I'm tal king about Docket 11-0588
where you subm tted your adopting testinony, involves
siXx summer stornms that hit Com Ed service territory
during the summer of 20117

A ' m aware that that's part of the
conversation that's happening in this testinony, yes.

Q Now, my version of your testinony has no
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page nunbers, so |I'mgoing to strictly refer to |line
nunbers. | would |ike you to turn to Lines 20 and 21
of your testinmony. Let me know when you're there.

A | have it in front of nme.

Q Okay. You now there you claimfrom January
t hrough Septenber -- strike that.

You claim from January to Septenber
2011, 43 percent of the entire town, there meaning
Hi ghl and Park, suffered from outages conpletely
unrel ated to weat her, correct?

A Correct.

Q On what is that 43 percent figure based?

A That number was provided to Mayor Rotering
and City staff through a conversation by Art Preston
of Com Ed.

Q Now, you state there that these outages are
unrel ated to the weather in any way, correct?

A Correct.

Q Then you would agree with me that they
really don't relate at all to the six summer storns
that are in issue in this proceeding, correct?

MS. SATTER: | woul d object, that calls for
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a legal conclusion and it's not really for this
witness to make that concl usion.

JUDGE DOLAN: | mean, if he's adopting
testinony, saying that it's from blue skies, not
related to the storms, | don't know how --

MS. SATTER: One of the questions that the
Attorney General has raised in this case is the
condition of Com Ed's system And there have been
responses to that testimony that if you believe the
condition -- that if the condition was that bad, the
system woul dn't function. And | think that this
testinony has to do with the condition of the system
| think all the witnesses in this case have said, in
review ng storm performance, we have to | ook --
whet her the systemis constructed, designed and
mai ntained in a reasonabl e way.

And, in fact, Com Ed's witnesses have
al so said you need to | ook at non-storm events when
you benchmark. That would be M. Artze and Ms.
Dugque. So this is within the scope of the case as
di scussed by Com Ed's witnesses as well.

MR. ROONEY: Well, et me withdraw the
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guestion and I'll ask this question, then.
BY MR. ROONEY:
Q As | understand it, then, that testimony
speaks to issues conpletely unrelated to weat her?
A | think what Mayor Rotering's testinmony and
what |'ve seen, what |'ve personally witnessed, is
t hat the outages caused by the stormin 2011 did
affect some nei ghborhoods that suffer from outages in
non-stormti mes.
MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, | move to strike
t he answer as unresponsive to ny question.
JUDGE DOLAN: Sust ai ned.
MS. SATTER: Can you read back the question?
(Wher eupon, the record was
read as requested.)
JUDGE DOLAN: Do you want to hear his
answer ?
(Wher eupon, the record was
read as requested.)
MS. SATTER: So whether that's related to
weat her or not, | think he asked was it related to

weat her, he said, yes, it's related to the extent --
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JUDGE DOLAN: But you are answering his
guestion, he didn't answer it that way. | f he wants
to reanswer the question, that's fine. But the way
he answered it wasn't responsive to the question he
asked.

MS. SATTER: Maybe you should ask the

guestion again, give him another opportunity.
BY MR. ROONEY:

Q Let's move on, M. Frank. Starting on Line
133 of your testinony, |let nme know when you're there.

A Okay.

Q There you discuss interruptions and issues
t hat took place followi ng the 2011 summer storms; is
t hat correct?

A Correct.

Q And | apol ogize, if you could turn back to
Line 40 through Line 45. Are you there?

A Yes.

Q And there you discuss events that have
t aken place over the 18 years preceding the 2011
summer storms, correct?

A Yes.
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Q Now, Mr. Frank, | didn't have the
opportunity to send discovery, but | |ooked on the
Hi ghl and Park website and found your bio. And you
are not an electrical engineer, correct?

A Correct.

Q And you' ve not been involved in the design
construction or maintenance of an electric
distribution facility, have you?

A No, | have not.

Q G ven that, would |I be correct to assune
t hat you would not know the difference between a
primary distribution |line and a secondary
distribution |line?

A Prior to 2011 | did not.

Q Sitting here today do you know what the
difference is between a primary and a second
distribution line?

A It was explained to us at a meeting.

Q Visually could you observe and identify
what is primary distribution |ine and secondary
distribution line is?

A Probably not.
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Q And simlarly, would you know what a
service drop is?

A | believe that is the connection to a
resi dence.

Q Okay. Could you identify that visually?

A | think so.

Q Now, when you testify in Line 51 and 52
t hat we have areas where the trees are visibly
overgrown and interfering with power |ines, as you
just stated previously, you may not know visually
whet her those are primary or secondary distribution

|l i nes, correct?

A Correct.

Q But you may know i f they are service drops,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And in the course of preparing your
testimony or preparing for being here today, did you
have occasion to read the testinmny of either Com Ed
wi t nesses Chesl ey or Kranmer?

A No.

Q So then you would not be famliar with the
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specifics of Com Ed's vegetation managenment practices
relating to primary and secondary |ines?

A | am aware of those practices as we were
briefed as a City Council by representatives of Com
Ed in 2011.

Q And what is your menmory of what Com Ed's
veget ati on management practices are?

A We were told at two different meetings, |
believe one in June of 2011 and one in Septenber of
2011, two very standard. In June representatives
stated, alnost explicitly, that responsibility for
mai ntaining trees and trimm ng trees on secondary
I ines and drops to residents was the responsibility
of the homeowners. And many of the outages that
residents were experiencing, as Com Ed reported to
the City, were the responsibility to maintain those
trees of the homeowners and it was not Com Ed's
responsibility.

Later in the year, in
Sept ember, when they canme to the City Council, the
story was a little bit different. They didn't

i ndicate a policy change on their behalf, but they
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did indicate that they were -- that Com Ed was
undertaking tree trimm ng and making significant
i mprovements to the delivery systemin Highland Park.

Q Did they tell you that Com Ed is on a
four-year tree trimmng cycle with regard to primry
circuits?

A | don't recall.

Q Do you know whether the Illinois Commerce
Comm ssion is aware of Com Ed's vegetati on management
policies and practices?

A | can't speak to what the | CC knows.

Q Do you know whet her the Conmm ssion actually
asked Com Ed to engage in a four-year vegetation
management program?

A | don't know that.

Q And do you know whet her or not the
Comm ssion has responded in any form or fashion to
t he manner in which Com Ed has maintained its
four-year vegetati on management program?

A No.

Q And with regard to the four-year vegetation

management program, s it your understanding that at
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the time trees are cut, for a particular circuit,
that there may be certain clearances that are
establi shed between the trees and the circuits in
question?

A | can't speak to that.

Q Do you know whether Com Ed is required to
mai ntain that clearance for the entire four-year
period between trimm ngs?

A | don't know.

Q Now, given your concerns about tree
trimm ng, would Hi ghland Park support a ground to sky
tree trimm ng requirement for primary |ines?

A | can't speak on behalf of the entire
counci |

Q Okay, fair enough. Now, you testified
about the June 21st and July 11th, 2011 sumrer
storms, do you recall that testinony?

A Yes.

Q And starting at Line 154 of your testinony,
which is near the end, if menory serves nme correct.

A | see it, yes.

Q In there you state, and | quote, the

300



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

extremely | ong power outages that most of Highland
Park suffered with each storm were, and | enphasi ze,
all due to poor tree trinmm ng, defective or

insufficient poles and wiring and Com Ed's inability

to respond in a timely manner. Do you see that
quot e?
A Yes.
Q Does that remain your position today?
A | guess.

Q On what basis do you claimthat Com Ed's
pol es were defective or insufficient?

A | think the duration of the outages
followi ng the stornms and the nunmber of outages that
residents in multiple neighborhoods suffer during
non- weat her periods speaks to the systemitself. And
the inability for the utility to understand where
exactly the outages were in some instances and the
duration of the outages in some instances, | believe,
speaks to the systemitself.

We had some residents that were
on the phone with Com Ed, being told, you know, here

is the estimated repair time or your service is back
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on you've been restored and they were in fact not.

MR. ROONEY: Your Honor,

stri ke that answer. [

asked hi m what

nove to

t he basi s was

for himstating that the poles were defective.

MS. SATTER: He gave his answer.

MR. ROONEY: You know, |'ll withdraw the

obj ecti on.
BY MR. ROONEY:

Q M. -- so |

testinony doesn't rely on M. Owens'

regardi ng the poles; i

A Correct.

Q During the course of

take it, then, that your

s that correct?

preparing for

testi nony

hearing, did you happen to read the rebuttal panel

testimony of M. WIIliam Gannon and M. John

Mehrtens?
A | don't believe so.
Q Now, in this testimny they state,

is at Page 36, Line 805, that during all

t hat comprised the 2011 sumer

were approximtely 12,

interruptions in total

storm systens,

equi pment failure

where a pol e or

pol e top

t oday's

and this
six storns

t here
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extensi on was coded as equi pnent at fault. And the
action was to replace or repair.
Do you have any basis to disagree
with that statenment?
MS. SATTER: "' m going to object. He said

he didn't read the testimny so he hasn't

i nvestigated it. Hasn't read it.
MR. ROONEY: Well, if he hasn't investigated
or doesn't know, | just asked him does he have any

basis to disagree with that statement.
JUDGE DOLAN: | can overrule it. I f you can

answer it, you can answer it?

THE W TNESS: No.
BY MR. ROONEY:

Q Now, Mr. Frank, during your course of

preparing for today's testinmony, did you happen to
review the direct or rebuttal testimny of Com Ed

W tness Piazza?

A | "' m not certain.
Q Let me show you, for the sake of ease of
blowing it up here, a chart. And this is an exhibit

that's attached to M. Piazza's 9.02, it's his
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rebuttal testinmony. These are the maxi mum wi nd gusts
t hat occurred on July 11th, 2011. Now, Hi ghl and Par k
is located here, do you see that?

A Yes.

Q And according to the key, the max w nd
gusts that occurred during that July 11th storm were
somewhere in the vicinity of 70 to 74 m |l es per hour,

do you see that?

A Yes.
Q Do you have any basis to disagree with
t hat ?
A "' m not a meteorol ogist and | have no basis

to comment on this chart at all.

Q Were you in town when the July 11th storm
hit? G ven your testinony earlier around Line 54,
t hat the power outages that Hi ghland Park suffered
were all due to poor tree trimm ng, defective or
insufficient poles or wiring and Com Ed's inability
to respond in a timely manner.

| take it, then, that it's your

position that the 70 plus mle an hour wi nds that hit

Hi ghl and Park area during the July 11th storm were
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not responsible for a single interruption that took
pl ace in Hi ghland Park?

MS. YU: Obj ection, | think what M. Rooney
just quoted was a m scharacterization of the
testinony. The testimny says the extremely | ong
power outages that most of Highland Park suffered et
cetera. So | would ask that Mr. Rooney quote the
guote accurately.

BY MR. ROONEY:

Q I n your view, then, the 70 mle an hour
wi nds that hit Highland Park on July 1st, had
absolutely nothing to do with the -- sorry, | need ny
gl asses. Extremely | ong power outages that Highland
Park suffered as a result of the July 11th storm is
t hat your testinmony?

A In my view, certainly weather is going to
be a cause of the outages. But it's the inability to
get a reasonable restore time that, in ny view, is
related to the system and the equi pment and the poor
communi cation that we w tnessed.

Q Well, 1I'"mglad you raised that. Hi ghl and

Park wasn't alone in experiencing that stormon July
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11th, was it?

A No.

Q No, in fact, it just, by virtue of this map
alone, it shows that the storm started at the far
western edges of Com Ed service territory where 70
mle an hour wins were experienced out west, 70 mle
an hour wi nds were experienced in Lake County,

W nnebago, Boone, so there were a |ot of communities
t hat were affected by that storm wouldn't you agree?

A Yes.

Q And in fact | saw that you were in the
hearing room earlier when there was a di scussion that
Com Ed experienced more than 5,000 interruptions
related to the stormjust for the July 11th event
al one. Do you have any basis to doubt that?

A No.

Q So you m ght understand that there were
more than just Highland Park that Com Ed had to
respond to and to restore power to the communities,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And simlarly, this is also for M. Piazza
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but | believe this is fromhis 9.01, this is the max
wi nds on June 21st storm And again, here is Lake
Forest, Highland Park, but this area, again, there
were 70 to 79 mle an hour wi nd gusts that took place
during that storm Do you have any basis to disagree
t hat ?

A No.

Q And again, there are a whole host of
communities along the north shore here that
experienced | arge wi nd gusts, exceeding 60 mles an
hour, and then to the west 50 to 59 mle an hour
gusts as well, as far west as McHenry County I.

MS. SATTER: Your Honor, M. Rooney is
giving us a nice lesson in meteorology, but | don't
hear a question. | think it's appropriate to ask a
guestion but it's not appropriate to restate your
witness' testinmony at | ength.

MR. ROONEY: And |'m not, ny point is that
M. Frank, who is adopting Mayor Rotering's testinony
speaks about the concerns about the poor response.
And woul d he agree that based on, there was a wide

swat h of storm damage related to the June 21st storm
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as well some?

A Yes. Can | make additional coment in
relation to that?

Q | "' m sure your counsel will ask you a
guestion later to follow up. And with regard to the
July 11th storm and | saw you were here for this
testinmony as well, this was a strongest stormto pass
t hrough Com Ed's territory in 15 years. Do you have
any basis to disagree with that statement?

A | have no know edge of the weather history
of the Com Ed service area.

Q In the course of preparing for the hearing
today did you review the surrebuttal testimny of Com
Ed witness Ms. Maletich?

A No.

Q So you are unaware of what she states with
regard to Com Ed's restoration efforts after the July
11t h stornf?

A | did not review her testinmony.

Q | would like to give you a hypotheti cal
You have two custonmers, first is Od Elm Country Cl ub

which |I'm sure as you know, is |ocated on the
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northern border of Highland Park, correct?

A Yes.

Q Let's say an automobile strikes a utility
pole that serves O d Elm Country Club at 10:00 a.m
on a particular nmorning and the club | osses power for
two hours only until noon.

And we have a second customer, the
hypot hetical Smth residents | ocated near Lake Cook
Road and Green Bay Road which are |located in the
sout heast portion of Highland Park approxi mately,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And if you | ook at Google and from nmy own
| ook, it appears those |l ocations are approxi mately
four mles apart, make sense?

A Yes.

Q Now, with regard to the Smth residence
let's say a squirrel caused an interruption of power
to their residence on the sanme day starting at 11:00
a.m and that interruption continued. Just to review
t he bidding, Od Elm Country Club goes from 10: 00

until noon. The Smths go from 11:00 until 2:00 in
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t he afternoon

Now, in your opinion -- strike that. I s
it your opinion that the smth's famly interruption
began at 10:00 a.m when the car struck the pole
outside the Od El m Country Club, under ny
hypot hetical ?

A You stated the smth famly power outage
began at 11: 00.

Q Correct. So it didn't begin -- so from an
interruption standpoint, the Smth's experienced
their interruption starting at 11:00 a.m ?

A That's what you sai d.

MS. SATTER: ' m going to object to this
hypot heti cal because this witness is a fact w tness.
He testified to his experience in the City of
Hi ghl and Park. This hypothetical doesn't, other than
that he set it in Hi ghland Park, what does this have
to do with the experiences that are described in the
testinmony? It's outside the scope of his testinony
and | certainly, to this point, |I can't see how it's
rel evant to this case.

(Change of reporters.)
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(Change of reporters.)

MR. ROONEY: W th all due respect, it's dead on
rel evant. I f you look at the Q and A starting at
Lines 143 and the answer begi nning at Line 151, his
testinmony reflects a conpletely different idea of the
termof "interruption” than ComEd's interruption. So
t his hypothetical is going to test his view on what
an interruption my or may not be.

JUDGE DOLAN: | "' m going to overrule the
obj ecti on.

BY MR. ROONEY:

Q Okay. So going back to nmy question,

M. Frank. G ven the hypothetical we set out, would
you agree that the Smth interruption didn't start at
10: 00 a.m when the Od Elm-- but rather when their
interruption started at 11:00 a.m ?

A You said the Smth interruption began at
11: 00.

Q Ri ght. And conversely, would you agree
that the O d Elm Country Club interruption --

MS. SATTER: | nterruption of service?

MR. ROONEY: | nterruption of service.
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BY MR. ROONEY:

Q -- didn't end at 3:00 -- excuse me, at
2:00 p.m when the Smth's interruption ended?

A | don't recall what you said the country
club --

Q The hypothetical had their interruption
endi ng at noon, okay. The point is, under that
hypot hetical, wouldn't you agree with me that those
are two separate interruptions of service?

A They appear to be two different incidents.

Q And so -- let's say during the course of
this storm and obviously the stormtraveled from east
to west on June 21st, 2011, right. If there a
residential customer in Mundel ein who had power
interrupted as a result of a lightening strike, you
woul d agree with me that the stormdidn't arrive in
Lake Forest for an hour later that this interruption
woul d be unrelated to any interruptions that took
pl ace in Lake Forest? |'m sorry, Highland Park, a
hal f - hour | ater; right?

A That's difficult for me to answer. You

know, under the hypothetical scenario, you could say
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that the interruption -- | forgot --
Q Mundel ei n?
A Mundel ein and the one in Lake Forest or

Hi ghl and Park coul d be started by the same gi ant

squirrel
Q Well, actually what | said -- we'll make it
more precise. If there is a lightening strike that

strikes a transformer behind a residence in Mundel ein
at 10: 30 and then a tree false across a line and
knocks out the Smth's residence -- our hypothetical
Smth residence in Highland Park at 11: 00 o'cl ock,

t hose would be two interruptions, wouldn't they?

A Apparently.

Q "Il try to get you out of here so you can
run. | ' m al most done. |'d ask you to turn to
Line 91 of your -- actually, yeah, Line 91 through

96. Take an opportunity to review it and |let me know
when you' re ready.

A l'mfamliar with it.

Q Okay. Gr eat . In particular, there's a
sentence that begins, On June 22nd, 2011 we had over

20 repair trucks idling in the parking |ot of our
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Jewel Osco grocery store because ConEd Centr al
Management wasn't giving them direction in ternms of
where to go. Do you see that statement?

A Yes.

Q On what do you base that statenment?

A It was based on the fact that there were
many trucks brought in, not only from ConEd's fl eet
but from neighboring utilities who had | oaned service
crews to ConEd to help our service area recover and
they were there for multiple; days but on this day,
in particular -- and | believe on subsequent days --
|, and others, witnessed them sort of sitting there
wi t hout direction not knowi ng where to go while
mul ti ple neighborhoods suffered through outages
| asting multiple days.

Q But that's your opinion of what transpired.
You don't know what ComEd management said to those
crews or what their directions, were do you?

A We know what we were told by residents who
contacted ComEd. We know by the fact that
nei ghbor hoods were being -- residents were being told

what their restore times were or the fact that a crew
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was di spatched when there was not a crew in their
nei ghbor hood.

Q But you weren't told specifically; right?
This was word of mputh; right?

A | did not have conversations with any of
the drivers of these trucks.

Q Okay. | have one | ast question for you.
This goes Lines 36 to 38.

A Okay.

Q And it speaks about the fact that residents

literally nmoved across the street because of -- they
were on a -- perceived to be on a different grid;
correct?

A Yes.

Q These residents didn't nove -- didn't cross

the street because the house maybe was a little

bi gger ?
A | "' m not certain.
Q So you don't -- you're not certain if there

were any other reasons why they may have noved across
the street?

A | would describe the character of that
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nei ghbor hood as relatively modul ant (phonetic) in
terms of home size.

Q But you don't know for certain what caused
these residents to nmove -- resident or residents to
move across the street; correct?

A Correct.

MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, that's all the
guestions | have for the witness. W can save the
di scussion of our objection mybe to let M. Frank go
if there is no redirect.

JUDGE DOLAN: Do you have any?

MS. SATTER: We m ght have some redirect if we
could take a m nute.

JUDGE DOLAN: Yeah, okay. Off the record.

(Break taken.)
MS. YU:. We have a couple of questions on
redirect.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY
MS. YU:
Q M. Frank, what is the basis for your

statement in your testinmony that the trucks you saw
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were not responding effectively to the outages in
Hi ghl and Park in the parking |ot?

A We heard from many residents who suffered
mul ti ple day outages that -- in one instance that I
saw personally, in my neighborhood, trucks were there
for part of a day and then were di spatched el sewhere,
were gone, | remenber specifically, 3:00 o'clock in
the afternoon, but that neighborhood was still
suffering through the outage even though the trucks
were gone for that part of the day and the trucks in
the parking lot, | didn't personally speak to the
drivers but other residents did and other menbers of
the city council did and the general response was,
We're waiting for orders, We're waiting for
di rection.

Q And how | ong did you see the trucks
idling -- the trucks in the parking |ot there?

A Well, they were there nultiple days.

Q Okay. And - -

MR. ROONEY: Before -- I'msorry, | move to
stri ke those |ast couple answers, your Honor. It's
hear say. | mean, earlier in his testimny he said he
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wasn't there and | was wait to go see where this |ine
of cross -- redirect was going. The answer before
was he heard from many residents, he has no personal
knowl edge of what the drivers knew or didn't know or
what they were told.

MS. YU: | believe his testinony was that he
saw the trucks. He did say earlier that he did not
personally speak to any of the drivers of the trucks
but he witnessed the trucks.

MR. DOLAN: You want to read back his answer.

(Record read as requested.)

JUDGE DOLAN: | think any part -- 1| think his
personal know edge can stay, but the parts where he
said, We heard from many residents | believe that's
hear say.

MS. SATTER: Wbould that go to the truth then?

JUDGE DOLAN: Sur e. And t hen.

MR. ROONEY: Well, would it be stricken
entirely as hearsay or are you -- as opposed.
JUDGE DOLAN: That -- well, | mean, the parts

t hat he's saying he had personal know edge of --

MR. ROONEY: Absolutely.
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JUDGE DOLAN: -- obviously that can go out, but
the rest of it is hearsay.

MS. SATTER: Your Honor, my understanding is
that he testified to what happened, what he heard,
but he's not -- whether that's true or not, that's a
hear say objection. So if we're, you know, not
relying on what he heard, then it doesn't violate the
hearsay rul e. So it would seem - -

JUDGE DOLAN: Well, that's why | said his
part -- where he said he personally saw the trucks
| eave his nei ghborhood at 3:00 o'clock, that's fine;
but the parts where he's saying, We heard from many
residents and then the other part where he was saying
t hat we heard -- we -- | didn't personally speak to
the truck drivers, but others did and they said they
were waiting -- again, that's a hearsay statenment.

MS. SATTER: Ri ght . But it's only hearsay if
we rely on it for the truth of the matter. So what
he heard and what formed his opinion as a city
council menber is a factual matter; whether or not
t hose coments are true or not is a different matter

under the hearsay rule. | would just ask that it
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not -- the answer not be stricken but understood as a
hear say objection.

MR. ROONEY: | don't see the distinction. Mor e
i mportantly, what M ss Satter says conflicts with her
earlier objection. She said that he was a fact
wi tness, he's not here as an expert relying on other
people's statements and being a city councilmn, with
you all due respect, is not considered to be an
expert for purposes of providing expert opinion.

MS. SATTER: | "' m not suggesting he's an expert.

MR. ROONEY: If it's stricken, 1t's out, but

"1l leave that to you, your Honor.

JUDGE DOLAN: Well, like I said, | think
again, | think that -- | mean, if you're not using it
for -- to prove his point, what are you using it for

t hen?

MS. SATTER: He was informed, he investigated
to the extent that he could. He saw these trucks
there that were not doing anything during the period
of an out age.

MR. ROONEY: That's not his testinony. He

testified that there were trucks by his house.
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There's two separate truck discussions we're talking
about here.

JUDGE DOLAN: Well, that's what | was going to
say. Hi s personal know edge of the trucks in the
parking lot is fine; but hearing what people say, the
truck sitting in Jewel's parking lot for multiple
days and nobody talking are -- they're saying --
that's hearsay because he's trying -- he's trying to
show that they weren't doing their job and we don't
know t hat .

MS. SATTER: \Whatever you want. |'ve stated ny
obj ecti on.

BY MS. YuU:

Q Okay. | have a clarifying question,
M. Frank.

What -- when you tal k about the truck
| eavi ng your nei ghborhood and the trucks in the
parking lot, which did you personally wi tness?

A | personally witnessed trucks staging in
the Jewel Osco parking lot for nultiple days and |
personally saw trucks at a repair site on South Datto

Avenue departing the area at 3:00 o' clock when many
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of the residents in that part of the neighborhood
were still suffering through the outage.

Q Okay. Thank you. When you -- on the | ast
page of your testimny where you talk about the
extremely | ong power outages that Highland Park
suffered due to a variety of reasons, when you
mention in -- their defective or insufficient poles

or wiring, when you state that, did you mean poles

and wiring sep- -- the poles and the wires as one
unit or -- that's the end of nmy question.
Did you nean -- did you mean that the

pol es and the wiring were separate entities?

A As the question was asked, it seemed to nme
i ke they were separate, but | think that -- 1 think
of it as the entire system -- the transm ssion

system For me, it's hard for me to distinguish
swi sh.

Q And is there anything el se you want to add
on your understanding of the conditions of the poles
in Highland Park?

A | think that it's inportant to recognize

t hat many of the things that we heard -- that | have
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been told are also a matter of public record. Many
of our residents came to a city council meeting
follow ng these multiple day outages with
representatives of ComkEd there to participate in the
di scussion and some of the incidents that we are
referring to are a matter of public record that
occurred at a council meeting.

| think it's also inmportant to be
aware of the fact that in recognition of some of the
mai nt enance issues in Highland Park, in September
ComEd came back to the council and came back to the
public and said, We're going to make these
i mprovenments and -- for nmuch of the spring and sunmer
this year, we've had trucks in some of the npst
af fected nei ghborhoods doing a | ot of work including
pole and line replacement and upgrades.

Q Okay. And have you personally seen -- in
your testinmony you mention overgrown trees on |ines.
To clarify that, you know, have you personally seen
overgrown vegetation on pole to pole lines?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ection. This goes way beyond

t he scope of ny cross-exam nation.
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MS. SATTER: You asked about secondary |i nes
and these are --

MR. ROONEY: | asked himif he knew the
di fference between a primary and secondary |i ne.

MS. YU: You asked hi m whet her the overgrown
vegetation he saw was on primary or secondary |lines
and he, you know, didn't know, so I'mclarifying the
vegetation that he said he saw.

M. Rooney's question was whether --

MR. ROONEY: "1l withdraw the objection.
MS. YU: l'l'l restate the question.
BY MS. YU:
Q Have you seen overgrown vegetation on |ines

bet ween poles in Highland Park?

A Yes.

MS. YU: No further questions.

MR. ROONEY: | do have a few redirect -- or
recross.

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY
MR. ROONEY:
Q Let's start with that |ast question,
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M. Frank.

You don't know at what point in the
trimm ng cycle -- the 4-year trimm ng cycle those
lines were; correct?

A No.

Q When you mentioned the trucks outside your
house, you don't know if those trucks were called to
a different -- to repair something else, for exanple,
maybe they needed to go help assist a hospital that
needed to get repaired; correct?

A It's possible, but I'm not aware.

Q You have no personal know edge of why those
trucks left in front of your house that day; correct?

A We were told by ComEd that the hospital was
one of the first sites to get restored.

MR. ROONEY: Good. | hope so. Thank you.

That's all the questions | have.

JUDGE DOLAN: Staff?

MR. SAGONE: No.

JUDGE DOLAN: Thank you, M. Frank

MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, can we go back to the

motion to strike on -- the objections to testinmony?
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JUDGE DOLAN: Yes.

MR. ROONEY: |'"d like to first go to two points
first. One relates to the sentence that begins on
Line 92 through 94. | think we just went through

t hat di scussi on.

MS. SATTER: M. Rooney, |I'm sorry, before we
get into this M. Frank did have another meeting.

MR. ROONEY: No, he's excused.

JUDGE DOLAN: Yeah, he doesn't have to be here.

MS. SATTER: Okay. | just want to make sure.

JUDGE DOLAN: No, no, he can take off.

MS. SATTER: Okay. " m sorry.

MR. ROONEY: That's why | waited until the end.

The sentence on Line 92 through 94, |

t hi nk, demonstrated that there's no personal
knowl edge as to what the drivers were told, so we'd
ask that that be stricken and then along the same
lines, we ask for the sentence that begins on Line 36
and runs through Line 38, and the witness had no
under st andi ng of what notivated the residents to nove
or whether there were other factors that were

consi der ed. He had no personal know edge as to those
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issues, so we'd move to strike both of those
sentences based upon hearsay.

MS. YU: Can | clarify, was that Line 91 and
92, that sentence?

MR. ROONEY: Correct. |"m sorry, it was
Line 92 through Line 94.

MS. YU: | mean, | think the fact that he
personally saw these trucks in a parking |ot on
mul tiple days -- you know, he didn't specifically
talk to the drivers of the trucks to ask why they
were sitting there, but | think it goes to his
i mpression that the crews weren't being effective
because they were sitting in a parking |lot for
mul ti ple days and he saw t hat.

MR. ROONEY: The witness had zero specific
knowl edge as to what their directions were from
management and this statement makes an expressed
statement because ConEd's Central Management wasn't
giving themdirection in terms of where to go. He

testified he has no know edge about that.

MS. YU: | don't think that in Lines 91 and 92

he was saying ComEd didn't give them directions or
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messages or anything |like that. | think he was
saying that these crews were not getting to work on
restoration effectively.

MR. ROONEY: ' m not asking for Lines 91 and
92. It's 92 through 94. The sentence that starts in
the m ddle of 92 and goes through 946.

MS. YU: | asked if it was 91 and 92 and you
confirmed. 92 through 947

MR. ROONEY: Correct.

JUDGE DOLAN: So the June 22nd -- starting with
on June 22nd, 20117

MR. ROONEY: Yes.

MS. YU: | think -- well, first of all, he saw
the repair trucks idling in the grocery store. You
know, as to ConEd' s Central Management not giving the
trucks directions, you know, that's his inference
from what he saw -- he saw and as he testified on
mul ti ple days, but here he's tal king about June 22nd.
He saw over 20 trucks sitting in a parking |ot.

JUDGE DOLAN: So we could strike the part that
says, Because ComEd Central Management wasn't givVving

them any direction in terms of where to go? He
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doesn't -- he has no personal of that.

MS. YU: My argunment is that that part of the
sentence was his inference fromwhat he -- what he
saw.

JUDGE DOLAN: But that's, again -- that's what
he thought was going on, but we don't know if that
was what was going on or not and he has no personal
knowl edge of it; right?

MS. YU: It is just based on him having seen
the trucks sitting there.

JUDGE DOLAN: He did testify that he saw the
trucks in the parking lot, which I'mfine with, but

the rest of it, we don't know why they -- you know,

ComEd' s Central Management was giving them directions

in terms of where to go, we don't know that for sure.
So I'll strike it fromthat point on.
MS. YU: Okay. From whi ch word on?
MR. ROONEY: "Because."
JUDGE DOLAN: "Because" to the end.
And then --
MR. ROONEY: It's Lines 36 through 38, your

Honor .
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JUDGE DOLAN: Again, he testified he didn't
know why these people moved or we don't even know who
or how many or. ..

MS. YU: | mean, it's something that, you know,
is -- as he testified to Highland Park having had
out age issues for some tinme several years, it just --
residents come to city council, come to the mayor's
office and informthem of these things that they knew
t heir neighbors across the street weren't suffering
t he outages -- you know, the sanme frequency of
out ages that they were. So...

JUDGE DOLAN: It's such a general statement
that it is just really touch to accept because we
don't really know who, what, where, why, how many.

MS. YU Well, it's something that, you know,
the residents informed the Highland Park gover nment
of that they are noving across the street because the
nei ghbors across the street seemto be on a different
grid since they're not suffering the same outages.

| mean, guess to restate ny argunment
is that this is something that residents bring to

Hi ghl and Par k gover nment.
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MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, M ss Satter stated
this man was here as a fact witness. This is -- he
has no personal know edge of this -- of what those

residents were thinking about when they decided to

move, if, in fact, they noved at all.

JUDGE DOLAN: It is such a general statenment
that | think I'"m going to have to grant -- we're
going to strike that. Just those -- 36 through 38.

MS. SATTER: And, unfortunately, the mayor was
not avail able, so the person who adopted the
testinony did not have the same know edge of that
specific --

JUDGE DOLAN: | don't think your case is going
to rest on this statement any way.

MS. SATTER: Ri ght . | just didn't want you to
think when it was put it in there it was put in out
wi t hout any --

JUDGE DOLAN: No, | understand.

MS. SATTER: -- personal know edge. | think

this is really kind of a transition problem so we're

not -- |I'm not making any comrment about the --

JUDGE DOLAN: | under st and. | under st and.
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MS. SATTER: -- motion.

MR. ROONEY: And then, your Honor, we -- the
cross identified three other instances where we think
the testinmony should be stricken as not being
rel evant to this proceeding and that was, in
particular, on Lines 20 through 21, there was a
di scussi on of outages conpletely unrelated to
weat her, | et alone the stornms that were at issue in
this case and then Lines 40 through 45 that discussed
events that had taken place over 18 years preceding
the 2011 storns and then starting at Line 133, as the
wi t ness noted, that dealt with an event that took
pl ace in December of 2011 while after the sunmmer
stornms that are not part of the proceeding. So based
on relevance we would move to strike.

MS. YU: | would argue that all three of those
areas of his testimony are relevant as they speak
very much to the condition of ComEd's system Not
only the condition but the maintenance that ConmEd
purports -- you know, purportedly does on a regular
basi s. | think all of that goes to -- goes to

testify, you know, as to his experience of the
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system s condition, the maintenance being done or not
done.

JUDGE DOLAN: The second one you said was
Line 40 through?

MR. ROONEY: Li nes 40 through 45. It starts
of f, During the past 18 years.

JUDGE DOLAN: Yeah, | got it.

MS. YU: | mean, | think it's background that
t hat was, you know, the last 18 years the condition
t hat was before the stormand | think it goes to show
the condition and the | ow | evel maintenance of
Hi ghl and Park's distribution system before the stornms

and his experience of that.

JUDGE DOLAN: | "' m going to overrule Lines 20
and 21.
Line 40 through 45, 1'm going to
sust ai n.
And -- it was Line 133 through what?

That whol e statenment?
MR. ROONEY: Yes.
MS. YU: The whole statement being through --

MR. ROONEY: Line 133 through 142.
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MS. YU: ' m sorry, | thought the nmotion was
just to strike Lines 133 to the end of that sentence,
which | believe is Line 38. As for --

MR. ROONEY: lt's 142. Again, it speaks to
t hi ngs that happened in Decenber, things that
happened in January of this year and things that have
absolutely zero to do with the -- even under your
t heory of the case leading up to the 2011 storns.

MS. YU: But the condition of ComEd's system - -
our argument is that it -- January 24, 2012, this
condition fromthe testimony has persisted from you
know, you struck the 18 years, but has persisted from
before the stornms to -- continues to persist, you
know, over 1,000 residents |ost power for 2 hours --
not only residents, but schools and water treatment
pl ant, you know - -

JUDGE DOLAN: That, again, | understand that
they're conmpl ai ni ng about their system at this point,

but it really doesn't have to do with this docket

ei ther. So that |I'm going to grant al so.
The other -- like | said, the first
statement, | will |eave in. So 133 through 142 is
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stricken.

MS. SATTER: s the basis of your ruling

t hat - -

JUDGE DOLAN: I rrel evant.

MS. SATTER: -- it's irrelevant because the --

JUDGE DOLAN: It's a subsequent --

MS. SATTER: The conti nuing --

JUDGE DOLAN: Yes.

MS. SATTER: -- condition of the --

JUDGE DOLAN: Yes.

MS. SATTER: -- system it's not something that
you will consider.

JUDGE DOLAN: No, not in this situation. Not
for whether or not they're entitled to a storm waiver
because of this docket. That's not something that
| "' m supposed to ook at in this docket.

MS. SATTER: But whet her or not the conditions
were such that the extent of the damage could have
been prevented, you will not consider continuing
conditions that m ght indicate maintenance issues.

JUDGE DOLAN: Again, | got to look -- | can't

give you a general statenment to that, but for
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rel evance purposes, | don't think that that statenment
here is going to serve any purpose.

MS. SATTER: All right. Obvi ously, we
di sagr ee.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay.

MR. ROONEY: Thank you, your Honor. That's all
t he obj ections.

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Now t hat we're al nost
at 2:30 -- let's go off the record for a second.

(Di scussion off the record.)
(Wher eupon, a luncheon
recess was taken to resume
at 3:00 p.m)

JUDGE DOLAN: Ready to go back on the record?
Before we start with our next witness, | realize that
right as we took a break that we did not admt the
mayor's testimony or the adopted testinony that
M. Frank adopt ed.

MS. SATTER: So we -- | would ask that it be
adm tted.

JUDGE DOLAN: Along with Exhibit 2.17

MS. SATTER: VWhich is attached to his
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testi nony.

MR. ROONEY: And ComEd has no objection subject
to the rulings that were made on the motions to
strike.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. That will be admtted into
the record.

(Wher eupon, AG Exhi bit
Exhi bit Nos. 2.0 and 2.1 were
admtted into evidence.)

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. So we're ready for our
next w tnesses, right, this is panel testinmny?

MS. SCARSELLA: Yes, your Honor. ComEd calls
t he panel witnesses of Bill Gannon and Jack Mehrtens.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. Gentlenmen, would you
pl ease raise your right hand.

(Wtnesses sworn.)

JUDGE DOLAN: Why don't we identify which
ones -- so the court reporter knows who is who.

MS. SCARSELLA: Sur e. M. Gannon is sitting at
the far end of the table and M. Mehrtens is sitting
ri ght next to me.

W LLI AM GANNON AND JACK MEHRTENS,
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called as a witness herein, having been first duly
sworn, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY

MS. SCARSELLA:

Q M. Gannon, can you state your name for the
record spelling your |ast name.

W TNESS GANNON: W Il liam J. Gannon,

G- a-n-n-o0-n.

Q Can you state who you're enployed by and
your business address?

W TNESS GANNON: | " m presently enpl oyed by
Commonweal t h Edi son. My busi ness address is
2 Lincoln Center, Oak Brook Terrace, Illinois 60181.

Q And what is your position at ComEd?

W TNESS GANNON: Presently, my position at
ComEd, | am the direct or of Capacity Planning and
Reliability Programs.

Q M. Mehrtens, can you state your name for
the record spelling your |ast name?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: My name is John Mehrtens,

M-e-h-r-t-e-n-s.
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Q And who is your enployer and what's your
busi ness address?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: ComEd. 1500 Franklin
Avenue, Libertyville, Illinois 60048.

Q And what's your position at ConEd?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Director of North Region
Oper ati ons.

Q Gent |l emen, do you have before you a
document that's been -- I'msorry, this is for
Docket 11-0588, the summer 2011 storm docket.

Do you have before you a document that
has been marked for identification purposes ConEd
Exhibit 2.0, which is entitled direct panel testinony
of WlliamJ. Gannon and John Mehrtens?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Was t hat document prepared by you or under
your direction and control ?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes, it was.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes, it was.

Q Do you have any additions or corrections to

t hat document ?
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W TNESS GANNON: No,

W TNESS MEHRTENS:

Q | f

t oday as set

do not.

None.

| were to ask you the same questions

forth in your

your answers be the same?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS:

direct t

Yes.

estimony, would

Q Al so before you marked for identification

purposes is ConmEd Exhi bit

testi nony of

7.0, whic

-- the panel rebuttal

h is the rebutta

testi nony of

WIlliamJ. Gannon and John Mehrtens with Attachment

7.01.

Was this document

under your direction and control ?

prepared by you or

W TNESS GANNON: Yes, it was.
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.
Q Do you have any additions or corrections to

t hat document ?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

Q | f

t oday as set

| were to ask you the same questions

forth in your

r ebutt al

testi nony, would
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your answers be the same?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Al so before you is a docunent marked for
identification purposes ComeEd Exhibit 14.0 revised
with Attachment 14.01, which is entitled the panel
surrebuttal testimony of WIlliam J. Gannon and John
Mehrtens.

Was this docunment prepared by you or
under your direction and control ?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

MS. SCARSELLA: And, your Honor, |'m not sure
if you were able to print out the revised testinony.
We filed it this morning, if you like a copy.

JUDGE DOLAN: Yes.

BY MS. SCARSELLA:

Q |*"m sorry, | don't know if | asked you
this, was this prepared by you or under your
direction and control ?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.
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Q Do you have any additions or corrections to
your surrebuttal testimony?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

Q If I were to ask you the same questions
today as set forth in your surrebuttal testimony,
woul d your answers be the same?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Is the information contained in ComEd
Exhibits 2.0, 7.0 and 14.0 revised and their
representative attachments true and correct to the
best of your know edge?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

MS. SCARSELLA: Your Honor, at this time, we'd
like to move into the record Comed Exhibit 2.0, ComEd
Exhibit 7.0 with Attachment 7.01, ComEd Exhibit 14.0
revised with Attachment 14.01 in Docket 11-0588.

JUDGE DOLAN: Any objections?

MS. SATTER: No.

MR. HARVEY: None from Staff, your Honor.
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JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. Then ComEd Exhibit 2.0,
7.0, 7.01, 14.0 revised and 14.01 will be adm tted
into the record.
(Wher eupon, ConmEd Exhi bit
Nos. 2.0, 7.0, 7.01, 14.0 revised
and 14.01 (Gannon/ Mehrtens) were
admtted into evidence.)
(Wher eupon, testinony in
Docket No. 11-0662 occurred.)

BY MS. SCARSELLA:

Q For Docket 11-0662, blizzard proceeding,
gentl emen do you have before you a document that has
been marked for identification purposes ComEd Exhi bit
2.0, which is entitled the direct panel testinony of
WIlliamJ. Gannon and John Mehrtens?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Was this document prepared by you or under
your direction and control ?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Do you ever any additions or corrections to
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this document ?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

Q If I were to ask you the same questions
today as set forth in your direct testinmny, would
your answers be the same?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Al so, before you, do you have the -- what
has been marked for identification purposes as ConEd
Exhibit 7.0, which is entitled the rebuttal testinony
of WlliamJ. Gannon and John Mehrtens?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Was it prepared you or under your direction
and control ?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Do you have any additions or corrections to
this document ?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.
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Q If I were to ask you the same questions as
set forth in your rebuttal testimony, would your
answers the same?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Al so before you, you have the -- what's
mar ked for identification purposes ComeEd Exhibit 2.0
with Attachment -- I'msorry, 12.0 with Attachment
12.01. Was this document prepared by you or under
your direction and control ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q Do you have any additions or corrections to
t his docunent ?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

Q If I were to ask you the same questions
today as set forth in this docunment, would your
answers the same?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Is the information contained in ComEd
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Exhibits 2.0, 7.0, 12.0 with Attachment 12.01 true
and correct to the best of your know edge?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

MS. SCARSELLA: Your Honor, at this time, we'd
i ke to nmove into adm ssion into the record in
11- 0662 ComEd Exhibit 2.0, 7.0, 12.0 with Attachment
12. 01.

JUDGE DOLAN: Any objections?

MS. SATTER: No.

JUDGE DOLAN: All right. Then with that, ComEd
Exhibit 2.0, ConmEd Exhibit 7.0, ConmEd Exhibit 12.0
and ConmEd Exhibit 12.01 will be admtted into the
record.

(Wher eupon, ConmEd Exhi bit
Nos. 2.0, 7.0, 12.0, 12.01
(Gannon/ Mehrtens) were
admtted into evidence.)
(Wher eupon, testinony in
Docket No. 11-0588 occurred.)
MS. SCARSELLA: M. Gannon and Mehrtens are

avail able for cross-exam nati on.
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JUDGE DOLAN:

MS. SATTER

Q

Proceed.

Thank you

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY

MS. SATTER

M. Gannon, can you tell me how |l ong you' ve

been in your current position?

W TNESS GANNON:

position since August of

Q

| "ve been in my current

2010.

2010? And, M. Mehrtens?

W TNESS MEHRTENS:

Q

Yes.

How | ong have you been in your current

position?

W TNESS MEHRTENS:

Q

current

programs for ComEd; correct?

W TNESS GANNON:

Q

Since August of 2010.

And, M. Gannon, i

n your -- prior to your

position, you were manager of reliability

That's correct.

And how | ong were you in that position?

W TNESS GANNON: I

was

in that position from

t he begi nning of 2008 through August of 2010.

Q

And as manager

of

reliability progranms for
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Commonweal th Edi son, was it your responsibility to
provide the Part 411 reports to the Commerce
Comm ssion concerning Comkd's performance?

W TNESS GANNON: During nmy time as reliability
manager, no, it was not.

Q s it your responsibility now?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So starting in August of 2010, you took on
the responsibility for preparing the Part 411
reports; is that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: | ndi vi dual s under ny
direction, yes.

Q And you supervised them though?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And you are ultimately responsi ble for that
function?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And do you work with M. Mehrtens in
that -- in that function in gathering the information
for the reports?

W TNESS GANNON: Not directly, no.

Q And, Mr. Mehrtens, are you responsible for
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any reliability reporting in your position?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No, not externally.

Q Just internally?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | nternally.

Q Now, at Pages 9 and 10 of your direct
testinony --

MS. SCARSELLA: M ss Satter, will you be
primarily working off his 11-0588 testinmony.

MS. SATTER: Yes. "1l be working off 11-0588,
al though | understand the content is simlar, so |
woul d ask that both dockets use this testinony -- use
the cross at | east and then, of course, there will be
cross referencing for the appropriate |lines, but
there was a | ot of overlap rather than repeat
everything, obviously.

BY MS. SATTER

Q Now, you say that contact with tree |inbs
can cause arcing or electrical shorts to ground and
t hat removal of overhead |inmbs reduces tree contact
and issues. s that a fair statement of your
testinony?

MS. SCARSELLA: Can you give us |line numbers?
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BY MS. SATTER:
Q The top of Page 10, Line 200 you say,

Removal of overhanging |inmbs inproves but does not

elimnate tree contacts during severe weather; right?

And you also say, It is not
standard -- you say, Further because it is not
standard industry practice for overhead primary
conductors typically 72,000 volts to be insul ated,
contact with tree limbs blown or fallen during a
storm can cause arcing -- arcing, a-r-c-i-n-g, or
el ectrical short circuits.

Do you see that?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
Q When an insulated wire or conductor is
touched by a tree, what happens?
| don't know who to ask. " m sorry,
we have two people here?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: It depends on what

i nsul ation val ue.
Q It depends on the insulation value?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes, it does.

Q But primary overhead conductors are
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ordinarily not insulated; is that correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: On our system the majority
of the overhead wires are not insul ated.

Q Okay. So would that apply to primary and
secondary lines?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

Q Just primary lines?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q So secondary lines are insul ated?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically, yes.

Q So when an uni nsul ated conductor is touched
by a tree, would you expect that to cause an
interruption in service?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It coul d.

Q Okay. When you say "arcing or electrical
short circuits,” could you describe what that is and
what affect it has on the provision of service?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Arcing is typically a
function of electricity going to some grounded path.
Q And what affect does that have on the

provision of service?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It could cause permanent or
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moment ary out ages.

Q Can you explain under what conditions it
causes a permanent outage and under what conditions
it causes a momentary outage?

W TNESS GANNON: Under the circunmstances that
it resulted in a short circuit that was isolated by a
protective device, it would be a permanent
interruption versus one where it caused nomentary
contact with that wire and came cl ear.

Q Woul d it be accurate to say that if a tree
makes contact with a wire, it breaks the flow of
electricity for the moment of the break -- the noment
of the contact?

W TNESS GANNON: It depends.

Q Because you said sometimes it goes to a
short circuit and sometines it doesn't. Does t hat
depend on the |l ength of time of the contact whether
the break in the flow of electricity is |onger or
shorter?

W TNESS GANNON: It -- it depends on a number
of circumstances.

Q Okay. Li ke what ?

352



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

W TNESS GANNON: For what you indicated, the

anmount of

time that that limb is in contact with that

conductor.

Q

is actual

br oken?

So is it the ampunt of time that the power

ly -- that the flow of power is actually

W TNESS GANNON: And, again, it depends. As

i ndi cated, what results in a nore permanent

i nterrupt
the | ocat

made.

lon is a result not only of the tim ng but

ion on that circuit where that contact is

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Any foreign object could

potenti al

electrici

Q

circuit,

requires

'y have an impact on the flow of
ty.
Okay. Thank you
So when there's an electrical short
then that is a more permanent outage that

attention to restore; is that correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: An el ectrical short circui

can resul

Q

oper at or

t in loss of electrical power.
And does it require attention fromthe

to restore service?

t
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: When you say "operator," can
you descri be who that i1s?

Q Commonweal t h Edi son. Does t he Conpany have
to do sonmething to restore the power after a short
circuit?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically, yes.

JUDGE DOLAN: Excuse me. The court reporter is
having difficulty hearing you.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Oh, I'"m sorry. Let me nove
cl oser.

BY MS. SATTER

Q Okay. So another term that you used in
your testinony is the word "fault." |Is a fault the
same as a short circuit?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Generally speaking.

W TNESS GANNON: Coul d you point to the line

where that termis?

Q You know, | can as we go through it. " m
asking you nore as background. If you like, if you
can just define what you mean by the term-- the

usage of the word "fault" and if it varies by

context, just tell me.
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W TNESS GANNON: | would agree, the term
"fault" is -- could be used as electrical short
circuit.

Q So is it basically a break in the flow of
electricity as well?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And it could be a | onger period of time, in
whi ch case it would be a short circuit or a shorter
period of time, in which case it would be a nomentary
fault? |Is that a fair description?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes. El ectrically it's --
whether it's a nomentary fault or a nmore permanent
fault, yes.

Q And on -- you also say in your testimony
t hat snow or ice can cause an interruption. Can
you -- is that -- can snow and ice cause a fault
sinply by the weight --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Can you point where we're
at . " m sorry.

Q -- on the systen?

On Page 9, Line 195 through 198, you

tal k about weat her-rel ated causes of outages:
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Mor eover, during certain types of severe weather such
as snow, ice or wind storms, other materials may
contact conponents of our system no matter how it is
desi gned, constructed or maintained.

My question is, when snow and ice
contact the system do they cause -- can they cause a
fault just in and of thenmsel ves?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically, no. | think what
this is referring to is foreign objects contacted new
i nes.

Q Okay. So typically, snow is not sufficient
to cause a fault?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No, | didn't say that.

Q Okay. | ' m asking you that.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Weat her conditions can cause
interruptions to the overhead |ine. Many weat her
condi tions can cause interruptions. It really
depends upon the type of weather conditions and the
circumstances that they occur.

Q I f snow were to cause a fault, would you
expect that to be due to the weight of the snow or

due to other factors?
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: Weight is a possibility.

Q And with ice, are there other factors that
cause ice to cause faults in the system other than
wei ght ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: l'm sorry, | didn't
understand the question.

Q What does -- how does ice cause a fault on
your systent?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: |l ce can cause -- it can --
the ice can cause faults in a number of different
ways. One of which is weight.

Q And what are sonme of the other ways?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: If it's coupled with other
weat her conditions.

Q If it goes froma wet condition to an ice
condition, does that present a big -- a threat to
your systemin ternms of causing faults as a result of
the damage -- the water turning into ice?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically ice is the weight
i ssue.

Q It's the weight issue?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically.
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Q Oh, okay. It's not a break issue?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: ' m sorry?

Q | thought when the water froze, it could
stress the conductor some how. Not necessarily?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Tenperature has a factor --

Q Okay.
W TNESS MEHRTENS: -- 1if that's where you're
| ooking at. Tenmperature has a factor on our

facilities.

Q Okay.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Tenperature is also one of
the things that's utilized to develop the standards.

Q And | think you said that while primaries
are not insul ated, secondary conductors are
i nsul ated; is that correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically, yes.

Q And surfaces?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically insul ated.

Q Now, is it your understanding that ConEd
does not remove overhead limbs fromall primary
di stribution conductors?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | "' mnot sure | understand
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your question.

Q Well, does ConEd remove overhead |inbs in
tree trimmng fromall of your primary distribution
conductors? In other words, you've got your primary
conductors out there in the field; right?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Mm- hmm

Q You have tree trinmm ng?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Ri ght .

Q When you do the tree trimm ng, do you
remove |inmbs that overhang the primary |ine when you
do tree trimm ng?

MS. SCARSELLA: ' m going to object. | mean,
there are witnesses that ComEd has sponsored that
specifically address veg managenent.

MS. SATTER: Well, at Page 10 he says, It is
not standard industry practice for overhead primary
conductors to be insulated, so contact with tree
| i mbs caused this problem So -- and he tal ks at
Line 11 about removal of overhanging |inmbs inproves
but does not elimnate tree contact. So...

JUDGE DOLAN: W th that, 1'll overrule the

obj ecti on.
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MS. SATTER: They tal k about it.
BY MS. SATTER

Q So do you know whet her ComEd renoves |i nbs
fromprimry conductors?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We trimto standards. ' m

not an expert on the standards, but we trim our

primary to a standard -- an established standard.

Q But you don't know what the standard is?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think Emly could speak to
t hat better than myself. The exact standards -- as |

understand it, those standards vary based upon
vol t age.

Q Okay. So if the primary is 7,200 volts,
does that help you understand?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | don't know the exact
st andar d.

Q Okay. So you don't know whet her overhead
| imbs are renmoved from-- you don't know whet her
I imbs are renmoved from above primary distribution
conductors that are 2,200 volts?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We do trim our trees to an

establ i shed standard and the standard descri bes to --
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how we trimour trees in relation to the conductors.

Q So you can't tell me, though, in practice
because you're just relying on the standard as we sit
here today?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | prefer to have the
standards cited, that is what we trimto.

Q So if alinmb is not trimmed over a primary
circuit, then what you testified here on Page 10,
contact with tree limbs blown or fallen during a
storm coul d cause arcing or electrical short
circuits; is that right?

W TNESS GANNON: | "m sorry, could you repeat
t he question?

Q | said, on those primary circuits where the
[imbs are not trimed above the lines, during a storm
the linmbs could fall and cause arcing or electrical
short circuits; isn't that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: Are you asking me as a
hypot hetical ?

Q Well, you testified to it and you're saying
you don't know whet her they actually trimed the

li nes. So - -
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think this what this is
saying is that under severe weather conditions,
typically high wi nds, that foreign objects, including
trees, can be blown into those conductors thus
causi ng an issue. | think that was the intent when
this was written.

Q Okay. So you don't really know about --
whet her there are |inbs over the primary conductors
or not under actual practice?

MS. SCARSELLA: Again, in rebuttal testinmony,
ComEd brought in specific veg managenent --
veget ati on management enpl oyees as wi tnesses here.

MS. SATTER: ' m asking these witness who are
operations witnesses, but | understand and I
understand that and that she is up this afternoon.

MS. SCARSELLA: Mm- hmm
BY MS. SATTER

Q So you don't know is the impression |I'm
getting here?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The question again? |
apol ogi ze.

Q Do you know whet her ComEd removes over head
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limbs fromall of its primary conductors?

MS. SCARSELLA: ' m going to object. | think
it's been asked and answer ed.

MS. SATTER: He asked me to restate the
guesti on.

JUDGE DOLAN: | was going to say -- answer if
you can, please

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | go back to the same answer
that we trimto the standards.
BY MS. SATTER

Q And you haven't done any inspection
yourself to determ ne whether these standards are
actually being inplemented in the field, have you?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No. | typically do not go
out and inspect in my current role.

Q Is that the same for you M. Gannon?

W TNESS GANNON: Specifically to vegetation,
no, | do not.

Q Okay. Okay. Do you know whet her ConmEd
removes over hanging |linms and branches fromits 34.5
kV circuits?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Are you referencing a
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portion of the testinmny?

Q I n your testinony at Page 29 -- in your
rebuttal testinmony in 0588, Page 29, Lines -- the
guestion is on Line 640, the answer starts on |ine
642, you say, During all six storms conmprise the
summer 2011 storm systems, 34 kV |lines accounted for
| ess than 1 percent of the interruptions and | ess
than 10 percent of customers affected.

s that what you say there?

MS. SCARSELLA: You know, | haven't even gotten
there yet. \What were the |lines?

MS. SATTER: 642 to 643.

BY MS. SATTER

Q So your comment |ess than 1 percent of the
interruptions were on 34 kV lines. Are you with me?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So my question to you is, do you know
whet her ComEd removes overhanging |imbs and branches
fromits 34 kV lines? Do you know?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

Q Do either of you know? | don't know.

W TNESS GANNON: | do not know.
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Q ' m sorry, | don't know who to ask. Okay.
And do you know, Mr. Mehrtens?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We trimto the standards.
We trimthe overhead 34 to standards.

Q But you don't know if that means renmoving
overhead |ims or branches?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: That |I'm not -- no, |'m not
sure.

Q Okay. Okay. And you don't know whet her --
the requirements established by Cormonweal th Edi son
for its 34 kV Iines, whether the tree trimm ng
requi rements established by ComEd for its 34 kV
di stribution lines are more or | ess conprehensive
than the tree trimmng on its other primary,
secondary or service lines, you just don't know?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No, | think Emly is best to
answer that one.

Q Okay. Now, on Page 17, Line 374 --

MS. SCARSELLA: Of rebuttal.

MS. SATTER: We'll be in rebuttal until | say

ot herwi se.
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MS. SCARSELLA: Okay.

MS. SATTER: We'll try to stay in rebuttal in
0588 and then we'll go to surrebuttal |ater.

MS. SCARSELLA: You said line 374?

MS. SATTER: Yes.

BY MS. SATTER

Q And you say, ConEd's engineering standard
practices provide rules for distribution feeder
design and states that all taps are to have fault,

i solation device installed. Are you there?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Mm- hmm

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So would you agree with me that it would be
difficult to find an unfused tap circuit on ConEd's
di stribution systen?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think what we're saying
here is that as the designers design the system they
utilized these established practices to appropriately
fuse taps.

Q Okay. And can you describe what a fuse is
and what its function is?

W TNESS GANNON: lt's -- a fuse is an over
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current device that operates through an isol ated
faul t.

Q So when there's an interruption in the flow
of electricity, the fuse will stop it from moving
down the line to affect others on the line; is that a
fair description?

W TNESS GANNON: | f there's an issue downstream
of the fuse, yes, the device -- the over current
device will operate given the right electrica
circumstances to isolate that portion.

Q When you say "downstream " you mean away
fromthe power source?

W TNESS GANNON: Correct.

Q So woul d you expect to have unfused tap
circuits on ConEd's system given the standard that
you di scuss in your testinmony?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So, in other words, not everything neets
the standard; is that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: The ESP (phonetic) that's
descri bed there?

Q The what ?
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W TNESS GANNON: Excuse me. \What standard are
you referring to?

Q The fuse standard that we just described
about on Line 374. ComEd Engi neering Standard
Practices -- capital letters -- provide rules for
di stribution feeder design and states that all taps
are to have fault isolation device installed --
excuse me -- to have a fault isolation device
i nstall ed.

W TNESS GANNON: There are appropriate
processes in place to identify where we may have
issues with unfused taps and further on engi neering
analysis to determ ne the application of that
engi neering standard practice to apply an over
current device?

Q Okay. So is it that the tap was not fused
in violation of the standard in the first instance?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Are you referring to a

specific |location where there isn't a fuse tap?

Q Well, in the event that -- since everything
is supposed to be fused, I'masking if it's not

fused, is that a violation of the standard or not?
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: | guess |I'd go back to is

there a specific exanple and we can take a | ook at

t hat . lt's --

Q | ' m not asking about a specific exanple
t hough. | mean, we'll get to a specific exanple.
What |'m asking is more generally, if you have a
standard that says all -- | don't want to m sstate it
here -- that the rules for distribution feeder
design -- design and state that all taps are to have

a fault isolation device installed if there is a
di stri bution feeder without -- or a tap, excuse ne --
if there is a tap without a fault isolation device,
t hen would you agree with me that that's a violation
of the standard?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

Q And why not? Oh, wait. Let's step back.
Bef ore why not, so that means that this standard does
not require that all taps be fused or have a fault
i solation device?

W TNESS GANNON: The standard is a system
standard that we have a processes in place for that

system standard if there are -- one unfused tap is
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identified, we have a process in place to rectify it.
So the standard is around the system

Q Okay. So if you find an unfused tap, the
standard is then to go in and try to rectify that and
install some kind of fault interruption device --
fault isolation device, excuse ne.

W TNESS GANNON: Maybe.

Q Maybe?

W TNESS GANNON: As | indicated earlier, there

is an engi neering analysis required for what's been

identified.
Q Now, |ater in your rebuttal testimny on
Page 20, you talk about an area -- Line 445, you say,

M. Owens is technically correct that the conplex is
served by a three phase tap that is not fused and
t hen you continue, but he does not mention that the
tap is a total of three short spans of wire; is that
your testimony?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q So then is it okay under ComEd's practice
to have a tap without a fuse or other fault isolation

device on short spans of wire?
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: There is a provision that
allows the fusing to take -- to be on the equi pment
that its protecting as opposed to on the main |ine.

Q So where would that be?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: \Which one?

Q If the fusing is not on the tap, where
would it be?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The fusing it would -- in
this particular case, the fuse was there to protect
the piece of equipment, transformers in particular,
and the fusing was at the transformer |ocation rather
t han fuse short spans away.

Q Did you notice how many custonmers were
served by this tap?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: This short tap was one

customer, as | recall.

Q Was it |ike one household or was it a
bui |l di ng?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think it was a buil ding.

Q Do you remenber how big it was?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | do not.

Q Now you also say at Line 451, if the damage
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was on the tap, the presence of a fuse would not have
prevented an interruption.
Do you see that?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Mm- hmm

Q So you mean if the damage was on the tap
service provided fromthat tap would have experienced
an interruption?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think what this gets to is
where the protective device is |located versus where
the fault -- to use the words -- occurs.

Q So if the fault occurs on that tap on that
particul ar set of wires and the customer is served
fromthe tap, would they -- would the fuse
interrupt -- isolate the interruption?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It really depends upon where
the fuse is located and where the fault is |ocated
and I"msorry, | didn't follow exactly what your
scenari o was.

Q | f the damage was on the tap wire --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Okay.

Q -- going to the custoner --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Under st ood.
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Q -- Is it correct that the service that --
the electrical service provided fromthe tap would
have experienced an interruption?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: \What was the over current or
fuse device? It takes two pieces.

Q Okay.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: I n your scenario, |'m not
sure where the over current or fuse device is.

Q If the tap is not fused, then it's not
fused, isn't it? 1Isn't that the problen?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: If the tap is not fused and
the -- it would --

Q If the tap is not fused, then would there
be an interruption in service if there was damage to
the tap?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: There could potentially be
damage to the tap

Q So if there -- assum ng there was damage to
the tap, let's just say a tree fell right on it --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Okay.

Q -- okay. Just put it right out, then

service provided fromthat tap woul d experience an
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interruption, isn't that right, because the power
com ng through --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: That's correct.

Q -- would be interrupted ed?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The power woul d be
i nterrupted. If a tree fell across those wires and
the wires experienced a fault, yes, that custoner
downstream of where the tree fell would more than
i kely see an out age.

Q Okay. Now, if a customer is served from
the main line circuit to which the tap is
connected --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Mm- hmm

Q -- then is it true that damage on the tap
woul d go back through the systemto the main |ine
circuit if there's no fuse or other fault isolation
device on the tap?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Potentially.

Q Now, assumng this is a -- serious damage
where the tap i s broken, power is not flow ng.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Okay.

Q Woul d that affect your decision whether or

374



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

not this would potentially be an outage down on the
main line circuit or actually be an outage on the
main line circuit?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | f power is not flowi ng, it
woul d more than |likely be an outage.

Q It would go back towards a power source?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It would --

Q The outage woul d extend back towards the
power source until it hit another fault isolation
devi ce?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Correct.

Q If there were a fuse or a fault isolation
device on the tap before the main |ine, then that
woul d i solate the outage to just the tap; is that
correct?

Isn't that the point of the fault
i solation device?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The fault isolation device
does limt the inmpact of an interruption.

Q Does the -- so in the exanple that you
di scuss in your testimny with the senior citizen

conplex, if there was a fault on the tap circuit and
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the senior citizen apartment or another buil ding,
say, was |ocated upstream on the main feeder, then
the service upstream on the main feeder can be
affected due to a fault on the tap circuit; correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: |t depends upon whet her the
section relies on devices or current limting devices
are there.

Q If they're there, then it would be
isolated; if they weren't there, it would not be;
correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: In --

Q | said, if there are fault isolating
devices, then the outage would be contained; if there
were not fault isolating devices, the outage would
move upstreant

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Potentially depending on the
type of fault that occurred.

Q Dependi ng on how -- whether -- if it's a
momentary contact, is that the variable that you are
tal ki ng about ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It's one of them yes.

Q Now, again, in your rebuttal testinony at
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Page 21, Line 458 you say, having an arc interrupting
means |like a switch -- Iike a switch gear built into
every disconnect cutout power fuse or dropout

recl oser on ConEd' s overhead distribution systemis
unnecessary and cost prohibitive.

Can you tell me how many di sconnects,
cut outs, power fuses and dropout reclosers ConmEd has
on its distribution systen?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | do not know that number.
Q Do you know whether it's more than 360, 000?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: ' m sorry, | do not know.
Q Do you know the order of magnitude, whether
it's 100, 1,000, 100, 000, 300,00, you have no idea?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: | don't want to specul ate.
It's not something that | know on a day to day basis.
Q Do you recall ComEd's response to AG Data
Request 4.20 which requested that ComEd provide the
total nunber of single phased hook stick operated
di sconnect switches that are installed in three
phrase arrays throughout ConEd's 4 kV and 12 kV
di stribution circuits?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: \Which data request?
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Q AG 4. 20. | can show you a copy.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: AG 4. 20.

Q Let me make it a little easier
W TNESS MEHRTENS: | have it.
W TNESS GANNON: | have it.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We have it.

Q Do you have it?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q So would you agree with me that ComEd has
over 360, 000 single phase disconnect devices desi gned
to be operated using a hook stick device installed on
4 kV or 12 kV distribution circuits?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes, that's what the data
request says.

Q And do you have any reason to doubt that?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

W TNESS GANNON: No.

Q Okay. And does the response also say that
these circuits typically contain portions that are
one phase, two phrase and three phase?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Do you recall how many di sconnect devices
M. Owens recommended be added to ComEd's 4 kV and
12 kV distribution systems?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Could you direct us to his
testi nony where he makes that statement?

Q Well, I'"mjust asking you, do you recal
how many gang operated air brake switches he asked --
he suggested be installed?

W TNESS GANNON: | don't recall

Q Okay. Now, at Line 471 on the same page,
you say, M. Owens criticizes use of single phased
switches and you go on to say, Having single phase
switching capabilities provides restoration benefits
by enabling individual phases to be restored as they
are cleared of faults rather than having to wait for
all three phases to be cleared of faults.

So my question to you is, does ConEd

cl ose one phase of a three phase circuit while the

ot her two phases are still open or are still being
repaired?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: The reason that -- one of
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the main reasons that we use single phase switches is
that, from our perspective, it expedites the
restoration of customers. There are many i nstances
where a single phase wire is down and the other two
phases can be energized. There are certain
circumstances when that can and cannot happen, but
the primary goal is to restore customers and we feel
this helps us facilitate that.

(Change of reporters.)

Q Woul d you use a -- would you restore one
phase of a three phase circuit, if the other two
phases are subject to an interruption or are damaged?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It really depends. W
woul d not arbitrarily close fuses wi thout
understanding, first of all, the safety inmpact. And
second of all, the customer | oad beyond that fuse?

Q So if two phases are under repair, would
you close the third?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Again, | go back again.

If I was being evasive, | apologize, but it's really
dependent upon the circunstances to which that

happens.
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Q Okay, let's say two of the phases are being
cleared by tree trimm ng. Would that be a situation
where you would want to restore them one at a time?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | don't think that
woul d be a situation we would encounter, two phases
being cleared by tree trimmng and the third not.

Q So you woul d expect that if it were a tree
restoration situation, you would restore -- would you
wait until all three phases are repaired until you
restore service?

W TNESS GANNON: It depends. The exanpl e
Jack was referring to is where you would have a three
phase portion of the circuit and there was trinm ng
necessary, there were other circumstances where it
woul d not be necessary to clear all three phases to
mai ntain safety clearance for tree trimm ng being
done.

Q So that means that you would be willing to
energize one circuit while work was being done on two
other circuits?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We have very, very

specific rules and regul ations by which we can |liven
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up circuits once they've been deenergized for

what ever reason. And nost of the rules revolve
around the safety of the general public, the safety
of the workers. And then secondarily, what |oad is
beyond t hat. Li vening up one phase as opposed to all
t hree phases can have an inmpact on customer |oad. So
the answer to your question is extremely broad.

Q So there can be situations where it would
be dangerous to energize one circuit when two other
circuits are damaged?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | would say we woul d have
to evaluate the situation based upon the conditions.
And there are many different reasons why we either
woul d or would not liven up a circuit outside of its

normal configuration, meaning all three phases at

once. And | don't know if | can -- if you give nme
some very specifics, | can probably give you an
answer .

Q Okay, if there were -- if a tree limb fel

on a circuit, would you expect to be able to restore
each phase separately?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | hate to sound like I'm
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going to ask you another question, but it's not

al ways as clear cut as a yes or a no. It really
depends upon the situation. Livening up circuits
after something has happened to themis something

t hat we eval uate on a case-by-case basis, that's what
t he people that restore those services are trained in
eval uati ng.

And just to say that yes, we would
or no, we wouldn't, would be an unfair
characterization of how we operate the system

Q When you use a single phase switch to

adj ust one phase at a time, do you have to bal ance

the other -- the |l oad on the other two phases as you
restore service? W TNESS MEHRTENS:
That goes back to what | said before, is that, you

know, when we restore sonmething we take a | ook at
what is down the stream | f we forget the safety
aspect of it, the work practice piece of it, what's
the | oad down there. Are there three phase
customers? Are there single phase customers? MWhat's
the protective devices downstream of what happened.

Al'l these things are eval uated and then
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a decision is made on how to restore the system
There are --

Q Do you have to balance the energy flow with
the three phases when you have three phase circuits?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: In a normal

configuration?

Q Yeah, in a normal configuration

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Nor mal configuration.

The engi neers and designers take a | ook at what the
energy flow is and make appropriate designs,
modi fications, actions to insure that we have
bal anced the current.

Q Are you an engi neer?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes, | am
Q And are you an engi neer as well, M.
Gannon? W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
Q But in this case you are deferring to other

engi neers --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Well, | guess | was
asking for the specifics of your question. I f you
could restate the question.

Q | asked you if you had to balance it and
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you said well, it depends on this, that and the other

and that depends on the engineers so that's okay, |

got an answer. | don't need to restate the question
MS. SCARSELLA: | think they are being very

clear in their responses.

MS. SATTER: | don't want to restate the
question, |I'msatisfied with the answer.

MS. SCARSELLA: | understand, but | think
you are m scharacterizing their responses. | think

they are being quite honest with you that they need
more information to answer your question.

MS. SATTER: ' m finished. | asked the
gquestion, and | got an answer and | understand it.
was j ust --

JUDGE DOLAN: Counsel, let's go ahead

and nove on.

BY MS. SATTER

Q Now, | would Iike to ask you some questions
in your surrebuttal. Actually, before we do that,
before we do that, let's stay in your rebuttal for

just a nonment. Can you | ook at Com Ed Exhibit 7.01.
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Are you there?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q And this exhibit includes some, it | ooks
i ke engineer specifications; is that right?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And t he purpose of this exhibit was to
conpute the effect of wind on a typical Com Ed three
phase distribution pole; is that right?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So in putting together this exhibit, you
intended it to exhibit a typical three phase
di stribution pole on the Com Ed system is that
correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It's a pole that could
exi st on the system | don't know that | would go so
far as to characterize it as typical, but it is a
pol e.

Q Well, you would agree with nme that on --
the caption, the heading of the exhibit, calls it a
typical Com Ed three phase distribution pole; isn't
that right? W TNESS MEHRTENS: It's got an

arm and a pole and braces, correct.
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Q But the description in the header --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | woul d agree.

Q And t he purpose of this exhibit was to
establish the 60 ml|le an hour wi nd speed as a
dangerous wi nd speed for Com Ed's system is that
right?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think that's what it
extrapol ated to, but at the end of the day this
cal cul ati on provides the nmoments and the | oadi ngs
that this pole can sustain?

Q And what was the purpose of providing this
in the first place?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think a couple of
reasons. One, it provides the basis by which the
designers and engineers insure that the facilities,
specifically in this case a pole, nmeet the required
st andar ds.

Q Com Ed's required construction standards?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Correct.

Q Do you know how many poles there are in the

Com Ed systen? Is it like 1.37 mllion?

W TNESS GANNON: Approximately 1.4 mllion.
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Q And do you know how many of those poles are
consi stent with your Com Ed Exhibit 7.01 or what
per cent age?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: You nmean | ook exactly
like this one?

Q That fall within the general standard, in
ot her words --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Generally speaking, poles
have -- woul d have a wood structure, a vertical wood
structure and an arm

Q So this pole is 34 feet above ground. Has
a top diameter of 6.69 inches. There are assunptions
in the first paragraph, a m nimum circunference of --
"' m sorry, a 40-foot Class 4 southern yell ow pine
pol e. Do you know how many 40-foot Class 4 southern
yel |l ow pine poles there are in your systenf

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No, couldn't even venture
a guess.

Q Do you know how many Cl ass 2 sout hern
yel l ow pine poles there are in your systenf

W TNESS MEHRTENS: ( Shaking head side to

si de.)
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Q Okay turning to your surrebuttal. Starting
at Page 8 and going through Page 10, you tal k about
groundi ng practices; is that right?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Um hmm

Q And specifically you state at Line 209
that -- starting at 208, newly avail able metal oxide
vari stor MOV-type surge resistors on all phases was
more reliable and nore cost effective than a static
I i ne design. Do you see that?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Um hmm
W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q First, let me ask you, a surgery arrestor,
is that the sanme as a |ightening arrestor?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We use those terns
simlarly?

Q You use them i nterchangeably?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q And what is the function of a surge or
i ghtening arrestor?

W TNESS GANNON: The function of the
i ghtening arrestor?

Q Yes.
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W TNESS GANNON: Function of a |ightening
arrestor is to operate to take energy off the -- the
excessive energy off the system

Q And that usually -- that excess energy
comes fromlightening, is that ordinarily the case?

W TNESS GANNON: That's one exanpl e.

Q Is that the primary exanmple? |Is that the
primary purpose of --

W TNESS GANNON: There are other instances.

Q Okay, what other instances would they draw
excess energy off?

W TNESS GANNON: You coul d have transient
vol tages from swi tching operations, from cap bank
operations -- capacitor bank operations on the
system

Q So there could be sone internally generated
excess energy, as well as some externally generated
excess energy fromlightening or storms?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And a lightening or surge arrestor is
designed to handl e both of those situations?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
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Q Now, can you tell me under what conditions

a surge or lightening arrestor becomes inoperable?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It's pretty much
based upon the ratings of the lightening arrestor
itself.

Q So if it encounters nmore energy that the
rating indicates it can handle, then it will become
i noperable; is that fair?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Lightening arrestors are
not designed to handle every single |lightening

strike. Li ghtening strikes can come in many

different forms. Direct lightening strikes can
destroy the equi pment itself. I ndirect |ightening
stri kes are another way to -- another type of

lightening strike. So arrestors are there to address
certain types of lightening strikes.

Q So if it's nore energy than the arrestor is
rated for, then do people say then the arrestor gets
bl own? W TNESS MEHRTENS: | guess that
woul d be a fair characterization.

Q And when you say that's a blown arrestor

t hat means that the arrestor is no |onger functional?
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: That the arrestor
is no |longer functional.

Q That's correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Um hnm

Q Isn't there like a wire that the arrestor
is attached to the ground?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Correct.

Q So when it's blown, that wire is no |onger
attached to the ground, is that one indication that
t hey' ve bl own?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Coul d be one indication.
It al ways does not have to happen |ike that, but that
could be one indication.

Q But if you see a |l oose wire from an
arrestor does it mean that it could no |onger ground
the energy that m ght come through?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

Q Does an arrestor become blown as a result

of doing its job and redirecting the excess energy?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: [t can.
Q Can you tell me the difference between a

static shield and a surge arrestor?
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W TNESS GANNON: You mean static wire?

Q Yes. Static wire, is that what you refer
to it as? Static wire, |I'msorry. You use the term
static shield wire, is that the same? So what is the
di fference between a static shield wire and a surge
arrestor?

W TNESS GANNON: Well, the static shield wire
is above the conductors and would take, in the case
of a lightening strike that caused a transient
vol tage, would take that energy.

Q Is it like a little tent thing above the
wire? W TNESS GANNON: That's a fair
characterization.

Q |'"mjust trying to get a picture. And the
arrestor, is that more like a round -- what is the
arrestor?

W TNESS GANNON: The arrestor is a device
attached to the primary conductor and -- each of the
primary conductors and the other end to a ground.

Q What do you think is nmore Iikely to occur,
that a lightening or surge arrestor fails due to

lightening strike or that a static shield wire fails
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due to a lightening strike, assumng all else equal ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It's a very difficult
guestion to answer. | don't know if we can answer --
| can't answer that question.

Q So one is not nore likely to fail than the
other as a result of a lightening strike of the sanme
magni tude?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think it depends upon
the type of lightening strike, the magnitude of the
lightening strike itself, duration of the |ightening
strike, all that plays into any equi pment failure.

Q So if they're rated the same and the energy
is above the rating for both, would they fail at the
same rate?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Each one of them may have
different ratings. | f you are conmparing the static
wire to an arrestor and they all don't have the same
rating, so it goes back to the lightening strike that
you reference as to whether any of themwll, as you
woul d say, fail.

Q WIl they automatically fail if the -- if

the lightening strike is -- has nore energy than the
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rating, does it automatically fail or does it just
maybe fail ? W TNESS MEHRTENS: The intent of
it, both of them specifically the arrestor, is to
drain off excessive current.
Q And then after it drains off that excessive
current does it blow then?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: No, it doesn't necessarily
have to fail
Q So long as it is connected to the ground,
it will continue to operate and hopefully defl ect
nmore energy to come?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Correct.
Q And that's true for both a surge arrestor
and a static shield wire?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Um hnm
Q Now, do you know how many surge arrestors
are bl own each year on your systenf

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Not off the top of ny

head, no.

Q Do you know how many are replaced each
year ? W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q How many are replaced each year?
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W TNESS GANNON: | would have to refer to the
data request for the exact nunber.

Q 6.37 m ght be the one. Just as an aside,
this one was of the data request responses we had put
in the package.

MR. RIPPIE: | thought they were all in
the 6th set, if that hel ps. | "m sorry, | thought you
said 4, never m nd.

BY MS. SATTER

Q So does the response to AG Data Request
6.37 indicate how many are identified as bl own
arrestors and how many are replaced?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes, in B it indicates how
many are identified in cal endar years 2009 through
"11 and 2012 through March. And how many of those
were compl eted or how many were conpl ete.

Q So in each of those -- well, can we go off
the record for just a second for purposes of deciding
should we mark this separately or just leave it in
t he package?

MR. RIPPIE: Why don't we mark it.

MS. SATTER: Then let me mark this as AG
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Cross Exhibit 4. | would just like to offer AG Cross
Exhi bit 4 as an exhibit.
BY MS. SATTER

Q Unfortunately | don't have the copies, |
don't want to take the time to pull the copies now,
so if you have the exhibit in front of you or if you
have the response in front of you, is it correct that
in 2009 Commonweal th Edi son identified 2,498 bl own
arrestors and repaired 1,2047?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And in 2010 you identified 2,521 arrestors
as bl own but conmpleted corrective maintenance on
2,4067 W TNESS GANNON: Correct.

Q And in 2011, you identified 2,512 that were
what we'll call blown arrestors and conpleted repairs
on 1,620; is that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: You said 2011, is that
correct?

Q Yes.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
Q And do you agree that when an arrestor is

bl own, it can no |longer performits function to
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handl e the excess energy that it's designed to

handl e?

A | agree that an individual arrestor -- an
i ndi vidual arrestor, if it's blown, will not
functi on.

Q And so facilities that had formerly been
protected by that arrestor are no | onger protected in
t he same way?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: From an el ectrical
st andpoi nt an arrestor operate nore on a system So
our standard is to have arrestor on a 12 kV every 600
feet. And really dependent upon where the |ightening
strikes, if we are still referring to |lightening
strikes, would determ ne whether or not that system
of arrestor could performit's function.

Q So it depends on the entire system is that
a fair characterization?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We typically | ook at
t hings as a system

Q Now, |I'm going to ask you some questions

about your inspections of circuits. On Page 7 you

state that --
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W TNESS GANNON: Page 7 of the surrebuttal ?

Q We're still in the surrebuttal. The
routine distribution circuit inspection maintenance
program  And you say -- this is Page 7, Line 132.

W TNESS GANNON: 1327

Q Yeah. Essentially you say you have a
routine inspection and mai nt enance program whereby 34
kV circuits are inspected on a two-year cycle and 4
kV or 12 kV circuits are inspected on a four-year
cycle; is that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
Q And these are visual inspections, correct?
W TNESS GANNON: There are visual as
wel | as operating inspections that are done.

Q If I can draw your attention to the
response to AG Data Request 6.29 and | et me know when
you're there. W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And does that -- does that attachment say,
Com Ed Process Overhead Distribution Circuit
| nspecti on and Mai ntenance?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And does that -- is the purpose of this
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process to outline the inspection for 4 and 12 kV
overhead circuits?
W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And on the next page, Page 2 of 13, under
definitions, do those definitions include an all
inclusive inspection, which is a visual inspection?

A Yes.

Q And No. 3, height inmpact primary
i nspection, also a visual inspection?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And are those the inspections you are
tal ki ng about here in your testimny on Page 7 of
your surrebuttal, the two and four-year cycle
i nspections?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And do you know how many circuit mles
there are? You reported that in the --

W TNESS GANNON: Overhead circuit mles?

Q Because that would be subject to this
policy W TNESS GANNON: Sitting here, you
know, | don't recall

Q Woul d you accept, subject to check, that
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that is reported in the Part 411 reports that you
submt to the Comm ssion?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q Do you know how many mles of circuits need
to be inspected each year under this policy?

W TNESS GANNON: No, not exactly.

Q But you woul d expect it to be the mles of
circuits divided by four?

W TNESS GANNON: No, there are two different
for the voltage, so that's why I couldn't answer in
det ai | . | need to know the mles of 34 overhead by
approximately half and 4 and 12 by approximtely a
quarter.

Q By approximately a fourth?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q Okay, thank you. Does the Company al so
i nspect distribution poles when it inspects the
overhead circuits?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And so that's the sanme visual inspection?
W TNESS GANNON: There is a visual

i nspection when we inspect the circuits or the poles.
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Q And so are the -- so the poles are also
i nspected on this two and four-year cycle that you
just described for circuits?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And | think we tal ked about there are about
1.4 mllion poles; is that right?

A Yes.

Q And do you know how many poles are
i nspected every year through this inspection process?

W TNESS GANNON: Not specifically.

Q Do you know how many poles a Com Ed worker
is expected to observe or visually inspect per day,
per week, per nmonth, in any unit?

W TNESS GANNON: | just don't have that
information.

Q I n your testinony on Page 12 of
surrebuttal, starting at Line 264 through Line 270,
you criticize the | oading analysis conducted by M.
Owens, do you see that?

W TNESS GANNON: Starting at 2647

Q That's where the question is.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
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Q Now, first of all, which is larger, a class
two pole or a class four pole?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Cl| ass two.
Q Class two is |arger?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: W der. It doesn't
necessarily have to be tall
Q So the diameter is greater; is that
correct?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: That's correct.
Q And you say in your testinony it appeared
M. Owens downgraded Class 2 poles to Class 4 pol es.
And isn't it correct that in your Exhibit 7.01 that
we tal ked about previously, that you identified and
| abel ed as a typical pole, you used a Class 4
sout hern yell ow pine pole; is that right?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: It identified a Class 4
pole in that exhibit, that's true.
Q And that's the | ess wi de pole?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: That's correct.
Q So there would be more strain on a pole in
a wind situation, is that right, because it's a

t hi nner pole, less wide pole than Class 2? |s that

403



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

ri ght or wrong? W TNESS GANNON: It depends
on other circunstances beyond just the class of the
pol e.
Q It depends on all the loading on it; is
that right?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: The three pages of
cal cul ati ons determ ne the | oadi ng.
Q Let me show you what we're going to mark as
AG -- I'"mgoing to show you the response to |ICC
inquiry regarding the July 11th, 2010 storm OUT 1.03,
Attach 1. And I'm marking that as Cross Exhibit 6.
And this document was produced by the Company, right,
in response to an | CC data request? And would you
agree with me that in describing this document, you
call it wind velocity --
W TNESS MEHRTENS: |s this the same one
that's in our book?
MS. SCARSELLA: It is, yes.
BY MS. SATTER
Q It should be OUT 1.03, under score, Attach
1. And if you will ook at the response to that data

request, written response on Page 6, do you agree
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with me that this is intended to represent a typical
newly installed pole?

MS. SCARSELLA: Excuse nme, Ms. Satter? |
think they are trying to find the response because
you only included the response to the actual data
request with it. MS. SATTER: I'mtrying to
move quickly, but I'msorry, | need to give you time
to catch up.

BY MS. SATTER

Q So my question is, does this response
represent a Class 2 southern yellow pine pole in the
first paragraph under assunptions?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: That's what the
assunptions say.

Q And on Page 6 of the response it talks
about the calculation in the Attachment 1, Page 6.
That woul d be CSW Resources 1.
JUDGE DOLAN: Ils that a different
document that you are tal king about?
MS. SATTER: It's the same data request.
JUDGE DOLAN: M ne has 341 and 344 and

you just said 361.
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MS. SATTER: I'mreferring to something that
is not a cross exhibit.

MS. SCARSELLA: | would Iike to add, if you
intend to nove this into the record we would |ike the
full response.

MS. SATTER: There is so much in this
response that is not related to ny question, that I
just want to ask you whether, in presenting this
cal culation, it was meant to be the equival ent design
wi nd speed on a pole of a 4 PSF wind at 0O degrees F
and half inch of ice, including the NES structure
design requirements for overload and strength for a
typical newly installed pole.

MS. SCARSELLA: I'm going to have to object,
because this attachment was provided in response to
Subpart E, | believe, of the data request and there
is further explanation in there. And | think in
fairness we need the data request response that this
bel ongs to with it.

MS. SATTER: Well, I'monly offering the
attachment, along with the explanation that it's a

typical newly installed pole. If there is something

406



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

rel evant within that, that's the scope of ny
guesti on.

JUDGE DOLAN: The scope of your question
is whether it's a new pole or not?

MS. SATTER: Yeah. If it's meant to
represent a typical newly installed pole.

MS. SCARSELLA: Your Honor, again, | think
this is an argument that the AG has made in other
proceedi ngs, that it's unfair to have just a portion
of data request response in the record. For
conmpl et eness purposes, you need the full response.
And to say that she's only concerned about the
attachment is completely unfair.

JUDGE DOLAN: | understand that, but if
all she's asking about is whether this is a new pole
or not --

MS. SCARSELLA: But there is further
expl anati on about this calculation in the response.

MS. SATTER: | think that's what redirect is
for. | mean, | really am-- I'mtrying to keep it
limted, because, you know, this is already an

i nvol ved case and so that's why I'm just focusing on
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t his one thing.

JUDGE DOLAN: | f they can answer, then
great and then on redirect you can put the whole
exhi bit in.

MS. SCARSELLA: Thank you, your Honor.
BY MS. SATTER
Q Just for the record to be clear, do you
agree with me that the calculation in AG Cross
Exhi bit 6 was meant to represent a typical newy

installed pole and that's how it's described?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The only thing that | can
comment on is that this is a 40 foot pole -- is 40
feet above the ground, has a diameter of 7 foot,
di ameter of 1.53 corresponding to the NEC standard
05.1 wood pole mnimumcircunference for a Class 2
yel | ow pine pole. How it relates to your question,
' m not exactly sure.

Q So you don't know if this was produced as

an exanple of a typical newly installed pole?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.

Q M. Gannon, do you know?
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W TNESS GANNON: No.
Q Were you involved in the preparation of
this document, that is AG Cross Exhibit 67
W TNESS MEHRTENS: | didn't specifically put
this together.
Q Well, if you didn't, then I'Il withdraw the

exhi bit. Now - -

MS. SCARSELLA: I'm sorry, | didn't hear what
you said.

MS. SATTER: | said I'll wi thdraw the exhibit
if they don't know. | thought as the engineers in

this case they would know and they also criticize M.
Owens in connection with Class 2, Class 4 poles. But
if they don't know, I'Il wi thdraw the exhibit and
wi t hdraw t he questi on.
BY MS. SATTER

Q Now, in discussing poles, do you agree that
all conductors nmust be taken into account when
computing proper | oading for poles?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.
Q When we say conductors, we nean electric

conductors and conductors for other services as well?
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: Com Ed is specifically
responsi ble for the conductors they own and mai ntain.,
Q Do they have to take into account that
there m ght be other conductors for other services on

t he pol es?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: There are other services
on the poles, either third party, the attachment
party has the responsibility to determ ne whether or
not their | oadings are appropriate for the pole
itself.
Q So Com Ed does or does not consider or take
into account all the conductors that are on the pole?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: All that belong to Com Ed.
Q Does Com Ed account for anticipated
attachnments to the pol es?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Ot her compani es woul d have
to determne the pole loading with their conductors.
Q Does Com Ed have the authority to either
accept or reject the installation of third-party
conductors on your poles?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Depends upon who the other

party is.
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Q SO in some cases you can reject it?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We have agreenments with
t he tel ephone conpanies, we work together.

Q And the cabl e companies as well ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically no.

Q Just the telephone conpany?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Primarily.

Q So your agreements with the tel ephone
company are that they can string their conductors on
your pol es? W TNESS MEHRTENS: They
woul d meet engi neering standards and requirenments.

Q So then you would expect that your poles
woul d be able to withstand the |oading resulting from
t hose attachments?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The pol es should be able
to -- designed appropriately, the poles should be
able to withstand conductors that are on them

Q Okay. Does your conpany nonitor that?
Moni t or whet her the | oading on your poles is
appropriate? W TNESS MEHRTENS: By
moni tor you mean?

Q Do inspections, through mai ntenance.
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: We typically inspect our
facilities.

Q So when you inspect your facilities, do you
take it into account the other facilities that are on
t he pol es?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Loading cal cul ations are
pretty conplicated and you really have to know t he
specifics behind the equi pment that is on there.
That's why there is a requirement for us to make sure
that we neet all the appropriate standards. W know
all the equipment that's on there that belongs to us
and can accurately determ ne what the | oading is.

Q But you don't know that information for
third party uses?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: That's exactly why there
is a responsibility on their part. They understand
the characteristics of their equi pment and can best
determ ne whether or not the facilities will handle
t heir equi pment.

Q So then your answer is that you do not
eval uate your poles taking into account the third

party uses, you rely on the third party to make that
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evaluation; is that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: |If we augnent a pole and
there are other attachments on a pole, we performthe
same anal ysis of | oading necessary for that pole with
t he attachments.

Q So then you would include the third-party
attachments?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So if you make any change to the pole then
you will look at the situation as it exists at the
time you make the change and accomuodate all
attachnments in your | oading analysis?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q Now, you would agree with me that the
medi an age of the poles on Com Ed's systemis about
43 years? Wuld you except subject to check? It's
in your 411 report.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And isn't it also true that the standards
that Com Ed applies to its system may vary, based on
when the plant was put into service?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It really isn't a
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function. Being you' re tal king specifically about
pol es, we have a conpany that inspects the poles and
determ nes what their structural integrity is. So
it's really based upon not age, but primarily a very
specific test performed by professionals.

Q ' m sorry, that wasn't responsive to the
gquestion. | appreciate the information, but it wasn't
responsive to the question. My question is do the
st andards that apply generally to Com Ed's pl ant
reflect the year that the plant was put into service,
general ly? W TNESS MEHRTENS: Your question
went to age of pole, that's why | answered it that
way.

Q Okay.

W TNESS GANNON: Coul d you repeat it again,
pl ease?

Q So let's go back. Is it true that the
standards that apply to Com Ed's plant vary |
dependi ng on when the plant was placed in service?

W TNESS GANNON: When the plant was placed in
service, it would be built to the standards that were

appropriate for that tinme.
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Q For that time, right. And if you have a
pl ant that was built in 1960, it conmplies with the
st andards of 1960, correct?

W TNESS GANNON: At a m ni mum

Q And you consider it conpliant with
st andards today, even though it's not compliant with
what the standards m ght be today, because it was
conpliant when it was put into service, right?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Pole equipment is built to
the standards that are in place during that tine.

Q Ri ght, okay. | don't think there is any
di spute about that, | mean you' ve testified to that.
So when your poles were installed with your
conductors on them they were conpliant with whatever
standards were in place when the poles were put into
pl ace and erected and strung, correct?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Correct.

Q And has Commonweal th Edison -- did
Commonweal th Edi son anticipate third party uses, such
as cable TV and tel ephone, when its poles were put
into place in general ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: |f third party were to
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attach to a pole that was installed, | think your
example is in the '60s, they would have to insure
that it meets current standards today. So the plant
that's being installed determ nes the standards by
whi ch they have to follow
Q And you rely on thent
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes, for their facilities,
correct, to be able to withstand or to be able to
meet the standards of that pole, understanding the
ot her equi pment that's on there.
Q Do you know what portion or percentage of
your poles carry cable TV and tel ephone conductors
W TNESS MEHRTENS: No.
W TNESS GANNON: No.
Q Woul d you agree with me that at |east in
t he urban areas, many of your poles carry
t el ecommuni cati ons and TV conductors?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: We've got a | ot of poles
that carry, | wouldn't disagree.
Q And for those poles there would be cable TV
and tel ephone conductors from pole to pole as well as

fromthe pole to the customer; is that right?
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W TNESS MEHRTENS: |'m not an expert in their
facilities.

Q So Commonweal th Edi son doesn't really take
that into account; is that right?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: We assure that when we put
our facilities on a pole that all the facilities meet
the required standards.

Q At the time it was built?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: At the tinme it was built.

Q " m sorry, |I'"mnot sure if | asked you
this, but is it correct that you don't know what
percent age of your distribution poles have
third-party conductors? W TNESS MEHRTENS:
We do not know.

Q Now, on Page 18 of your surrebuttal, you
say pole design aims for a rigid structure that will
not nove in the ground when an unbal anced hori zont al
| oad is applied at the top. So you agree that some
pol es on your system are not perfectly vertical; is
that right? Or perpendicular to the ground?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Which page and which |ine,

' m sorry?
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Q You say that at 383. You say although not
perfectly attainable, pole designs aimfor a rigid
structure.

W TNESS GANNON: And your question was?

Q Woul d you agree that some poles on your

system are not perfectly vertical ?
W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And do you know how many poles on your

system are | eaning, that is not perfectly vertical?
W TNESS GANNON: No.

Q Do you know how many, if any, |eaning poles
were identified in the |ast year's inspections that
you're aware of?

W TNESS GANNON: |'m not aware of the number.

Q We were tal king about poles and conductors.
Are you famliar with the National Electric Safety
Code rule on structures -- keeping structures up to
date when there is new additions to the structures,
application to assisting structures, are you fam/liar
with any NESC National Electrical Safety Code rule on
t hat ?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | n general.
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Q Do you think it is correct that when a |ine
or facility is found to be noncompliant with the
code, the facility or line is to be corrected
according to rules that require defects discovered to
be recorded and scheduled for correction if they're
not i mmedi ately threatening to |life and property?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: If you could direct us to
t he exact location, | do not know all the NESC codes
by memory?

Q But does that sound |Iike the way
Commonweal t h Edi son addresses --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | would really like to see
t he NESC code comenting on that.

Q | only have one copy, |'Ill put that aside
for now given the tinme. On Page 19 of your
testi nmony, you discuss push braces and ot her devices
t hat can be used when guys are difficult to install.
Do you see that at the top?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Um hnmm

Q Can push braces be used in the case of

| eaning poles to prevent them from | eaning?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Push braces are not used
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just for |eaning poles because the leaning itself
does not necessitate a push pole. The structure that
you are tal king about is after calculations are done
to determ ne that there is enough unbal anced | oad on
t here, where we would exceed the breaking strength of
t he pole, then some type of push pole or guy
mechanismwi || be used, but not just because a pole
may be | eaning.

Q So the push brace is if a pole was at its
maxi mum | oading and it is in danger of not being
strong enough? W TNESS MEHRTENS: If the
cal cul ati ons say exceeding the breaking strength
wi t hout some sort of ancillary device, such as push
pole or a guy, then the guy is used. But again, they
are not used just because a pole may be | eaning.

Q Coul d they be used, though, in a situation
where the pole is |eaning?

MR. MEHRTENS: Well, the engineers really go
t hrough cal cul ations to determ ne when push pol es or
guys need to be used. That's the determ ning factor.

Q Woul d a | eani ng pole provide the

opportunity for the engineers to conduct those
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cal cul ations to see whether that's an appropriate
response?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The cal cul ati ons shoul d be
done either at the time of installation or when new
equi pment is put on it to determ ne whether something
i ke a guy or a push pole is required.

Q Woul d a | eaning pole be any indication to
t he conmpany that further attention is needed?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Not necessarily.

Q So if you were to do inspections and see a
| eani ng pole, you wouldn't necessarily fix it?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: A | eaning pol e does not
necessitate additional work by itself.

Q Are guy wires used to bring a pole to
per pendi cul ar?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Again the cal cul ati ons
t hat an engi neer performs will determ ne whether guys
are needed or not.

Q Now, on Page 25 we talk about circuit
recl osers and you state that since 2007 --

W TNESS GANNON: Can we have a |ine number?

Q Page 24 and 25.

421



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

W TNESS GANNON: Thank you.

Q On Page 25, Line 523, since 2007 over 1400
recl osing devices have been installed on the 4 kV and
12 kV distribution system And then you continue
with anot her 2500 planned during the EI MA build out,
is that your testinony?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And you also state that with this next
phase of device installations, ComEd will be
applying | oop schenes. My question is, is a |loop
scheme a redundancy in the system so that a portion
of a circuit can be switched to an alternative source
if there is damage on the line; is that correct?

W TNESS GANNON: It depends.

Q Why don't you describe then what a | oop
scheme is.

W TNESS GANNON: A | oop schenme is the use of
reclosers on the circuit, in one location, normally
closed on the circuit, another recloser at a tie
point. And depending on the |location and the
duration of the failure that occurs on the line, it

will function.
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Q So will the line continue to function
because it can obtain its power from a different
source?

W TNESS GANNON: Agai n, depending on the
| ocati on and the duration of the fault.

Q Assumng it's a fault that cuts power and
that there is a period of time needed for
restoration, say 24 hours, under a |oop scheme, would
there be an alternative power source avail able --

W TNESS GANNON: Again, it depends on --

Q -- on | guess the downstream side of the
faul t? W TNESS GANNON: Coul d you repeat the
question?

Q "' m just asking whether the | oop schenme is
basically a redundancy effort and if it's not, it's
just a little unclear what makes it unique.

W TNESS GANNON: Under some circumstances and
| ocations of failures, it will provide an alternate
source to a portion or all of the circuit.

Q So | oop schemes are not inconsistent with
the installation and use of reclosers; is that right?

In fact, reclosers are part of the | oop schene,
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because it has to do with redirecting the power?

W TNESS GANNON: A | oop scheme is a form of
the use of reclosers, automated recl osing devices on
the system

Q So is the |l oop scheme a separate piece of
equi pment or is it the design of the use of
recl osers? W TNESS GANNON: It's a systematic
desi gn.

Q So it's how you design the use of the
recl osers? W TNESS GANNON: Correct.

Q So it's not inconsistent with the
installation and use of reclosers, it's just the way
they're designed, correct?

W TNESS GANNON: It is the way you use
reclosers on a targeted line or |ines.

Q Now, woul d you expect that installing 2500
additional reclosers will reduce the nunber of
customers whose service is interrupted due to damage
to conductors, conmpared with the nunber of customers
interrupted with 1400 recl osing devices on the
systent? I n other words, 2500 additiona

reclosers will provide nmore protection from damage
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t han 14007

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The number of reclosers
doesn't always correlate with meaning more customers
can be restored.

Q Does it -- can it prevent something nore
than a momentary outage?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Recl osers are part of a
sectionalizing device. There are many different
types of reclosers or sectionalizing devices. So it
really depends upon the type of sectionalizing device
you put up and how it's utilized to determ ne how
many customers can ultimtely be restored and
ultimately how they react to certain anomalies on the
system

Q How t he recl osers react?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Ri ght.

Q Why don't you just describe for us what a
recloser is? Sometimes we need to get to the basic
definition first.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Again, there are a | ot of
different types of reclosers. There is an oil

recloser. There is automated recl osers. That is
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nonaut omat ed
reclosers. There are reclosers that have
communi cati ons.
Q That woul d be the SCADA, SCADA operated
recl osers?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: I|f you are referring to
SCADA in here, our SCADA reclosers have
communi cati ons.
Q When you tal k about distribution
aut omati on, would that include any of these
functions?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: |'m sorry, which
functions?
Q An oil recloser, an automated recl oser, a
nonaut omat ed recl oser or a SCADA operated recl oser?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Typically woul d not
include an oil recloser.
Q Is that an ol der technol ogy?
W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.
Q When was that avail able? When did that
become avail abl e?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | do not know the date.
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Q Would it be in the "90s or the '80s?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Wel| before that.

Q Oh, really, '60s, back then?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Before the ' 90s.

Q And so you have these different types of
recl oser, and their function, what is their function?
What is the purpose of a recloser? Why do you put it
on the circuit?

W TNESS GANNON: It functions simlar to what
we described with the fuse. However, it will reclose
and for instances where you have transient
conditions, it will close and hol d.

Q So is it correct to say that a recloser can
prevent a | onger duration outage if the contact on
t he conductor is transient?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: 1t coul d.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: It could, sure.

Q Do you currently have | oop schemes in
pl ace? W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q So the recloser that you have in your

system now are part of the |oop scheme design?
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W TNESS GANNON: There are sonme, the prograns
t hat we have, there is an assessment and anal ysis
done by engineers to set up distribution automation
schenmes.

Q So some of the recloser are part of the
| oop scheme design and some m ght not be; is that
fair? W TNESS GANNON: That's fair.

Q We do have a data request with the nunbers
of reclosers. | don't have questions other than the
numbers are there, so maybe we can do that separately
SO we save tinme.

Now, also on Page 25 of your
testinony, you say in the bottom half of that page,
you say distribution automation would isolate faulted
circuit sections to reduce the number of custoners
affected by the specific outage event by 50 percent.
That's at Line 539.

W TNESS GANNON: | see that.

Q So it's Com Ed's position that the
di stribution automati on can reduce the number of
customers affected by an outage by 50 percent if that

one outage has to do with a particular circuit?
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Right? If it's a circuit related outage and you put
a recloser on, then 50 percent of the people will be
protected?

W TNESS GANNON: It depends.

Q Does it depend where the recloser is put or
does it depend on how the custonmers are distributed
over the line? Both of those things?

W TNESS GANNON: In addition to others.

Q Now, if there is an outage that is not
related to a fault in a circuit, then distribution
automation -- strike that.

If there is an outage that is not
related to a fault in the circuit, then the recloser
woul d not affect the nunber of people out, is that
your position? W TNESS GANNON: |'m sorry,
could you repeat the question for me, please?

Q |f there are outages that do not involve a
fault in a circuit section, then putting a recloser
on a circuit is irrelevant and will not affect the
number of customers out, right?

W TNESS GANNON: And | apol ogize, | know it's

getting late, but I'm going to have to ask you to
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repeat that.

Q Let's step back then. You criticize M.
Owens for saying that 50 percent -- that if recloser
were in place to the extent that he recommends, there
woul d be 50 percent fewer customers out of service.
And if | wunderstand your criticism it is that 50
percent reduction should only apply to outages that
are related to faults on the circuit, on a conductor?
s that what you meant?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | think the point is that
if I understood M. Owens' testimony correctly, he
basically said to put reclosers on a nunber of I|ines.
What we're saying is that it takes engi neering
analysis to determ ne what type of sectionalizing
device is best suited to improve overall reliability.
It could be a sectionalizer, it could be a recloser,
it could be a nultitude of different things, that
that's really what we were saying.

It's not a one size fits all and
it's not an indiscrimnate place reclosers every
pl ace. It's let's use engineering judgment and

prudency to determ ne what is the right tool to use
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to improve reliability.

Q So Com Ed is planning to put another 2500
recl oser on the system though, under its
infrastructure investnment plan?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: EI MA. We have a | ong way,
there is much engi neering anal ysis.

Q Did you understand M. Owens to say there
woul d be no engi neering analysis in installing?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | didn't see it.

Q You expected himto present the engi neering
analysis in his testinony?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: No, | guess, along with
putting recloser in would be what type of approach,
what type of analysis would be done in order to
determ ne whet her they should go. And not just
recloser, like | say there were many other things
t hat we could use.

Q So, for exanple, if there were

interruptions as a result of lightening, then you
woul d | ook at lightening arrestor or a lightening
syst ent?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: That's basically what the
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engi neers do.

Q O if there were problems wth
transformers, you would use an engi neer to | ook at
the transformer situation to see if there were sone
problems there that need be to corrected?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: I1t's all about analysis
and understanding to determ ne what the root cause is
to determne the right solution

Q So in any particular stretch of plant you
woul d | ook at various factors and one of the factors
woul d be the installation of sectionalizing
equi pment, right? W TNESS MEHRTENS:
That's certainly one the tools that the engineers use
to improve reliability, absolutely.

Q And if sectionalizing equipnment is put on a
line, then it would reduce the nunber of customers
affected relative to those downstream or upstreant?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: [|f that was the right
solution to the issue, it could do that.

W TNESS GANNON: Depending on the |ocation of
where the problem occurs and duration of the problem

Q If the problemis design of the system and
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it's not addressing any particular problem though,

woul dn't you

still consid

sectionalizing equipnment

er the use of the

to anticipate problems and

prevent problenms in the future?

W TNESS GANNON: Actually the engi neering

anal ysis that's done, ask

and in the event of now o

targets on that, there ar

to |l ook at some circuits

ne or several engineering

e tinmes when we will install

sectionalizing devices in schene.

Q | mean, do you

install ation

of the 1400

| eading up to the

that you testified to in

your testinony, were those installed in response to

problem areas in an effort to mnimze problenms or

were they done under sonme

ot her circunstances?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The engi neers use a nunber

of different

specifically,

criteria to

recl osers s

(Change of

determ ne wher e,

houl d be pl aced.

reporter?)
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BY MS. SATTER

Q But do you know if the Company directs them
to problem areas to begin with?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: The engi neers are the ones
t hat determ ne what the criterion is and then install
to that criterion.

Q And you're the engineers; right?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yeah.

Q You're the engineers, okay.

And do you focus on problem areas or
do you focus -- where do you -- where does the
Conpany direct it's planning in the short ternf

W TNESS MEHRTENS: There's a nunber of
different things that are | ooked at; some of which
are reliability concerns that happened in the past,
some is the number of customers that could
potentially be inmpacted, a couple other things that
t he engi neers | ook at.

Q On Page 26 you discuss the cost of some of
the items that Mr. Owens nentioned in his testinony
and you say -- you discuss reasons why the

install ati on of each SCADA control disconnect switch
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woul d cost about $75,000. That's on Line 58 -- 70 to
$75, 000. Can an individual installation design be
performed for a standard construction drawi ng that
could be applied to other installation sites to
reduce the overall cost?

W TNESS GANNON: Coul d you repeat that, please.

Q Can a standard design be devel oped that can
be applied to other installations to reduce this
$75, 000 per device cost?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: You nean reduce it to the
$18, 000 that M. Owns references?

Q We could start there.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: There are many different
devises that are available. The ones that ComEd
chose to use in this particular case are best suited
to the infrastructure we have.

Q Okay. But my question is, do you do a
standard engi neering --

W TNESS MEHRTENS: | don't know what type of
devices he's referring to here, so | don't know
whet her it would be beneficial or not.

Q Okay. Well, for the devices that ConEd
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uses -- let's just use the devices that you use that
you're famliar with.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Okay.

Q Then is it $75,000 per device to put in
this equi pment that would provide the sectionalizing
function that you're discussing here?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: Yes.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And can you -- is there any econom es of
scale that you realize, because you're such a big
company, where you can reduce the cost per device for
t hese kinds of planning functions?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: You get to the cost of the
mat erial, econom es of scale, you know, we would have
a supply or a purchasing department that would handl e
t he negotiations for the actual cost of the device
itself.

Q In -- on Page 24, Note 8 you refer to a --
you have a URL down here, it looks |like this is the
I nfrastructure Investment Plan that Commonweal th
Edi son submtted to the Conm ssion.

W TNESS MEHRTENS: l'msorry, | didn't catch
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t he page.

Q It's Page 24, Footnote 8 and that has costs
in the plan, doesn't it? That has investment anounts
for these various functions, doesn't it?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And it includes an investnment amount that's

anticipated for sectionalizing reclosers; is that

right?
W TNESS GANNON: | don't have a copy of that
document . Do you have it?

Q Were you involved in preparing it?

W TNESS GANNON: | would |ike to see a copy of
t he document and | can answer that question.

Q |*"m sorry, | didn't bring it, but you
reference it here because this is where the
description of what ComEd's plan is; isn't that
right?

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And that's where the costs could be found
as of today any way; is that right?

W TNESS GANNON: Again, | would have to | ook at

t hat docunment to answer that question with a yes.
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Q Now, on Page 27, you refer to an
i nadvertent error on Page -- on Line 570. This is in
relation to how a di sconnected device was used,
whet her it's used from an aerial bucket or fromthe
ground or a pole and so my question is, which method
of what they call | oad buster application is called
for in Comed's official switching procedures?

Do ConEd's procedures call for
switching fromthe ground or from a pole?

W TNESS MEHRTENS: From either a bucket or the
pol e.

Q And at Page 28, we talk about the cost to
underground to overhead |line and you say it equates
to 660, 000 per thousand feet. My question to you is,
is this for undergrounding of three main -- of --
excuse me, for undergrounding a three phase primary
circuit in an urban area, the cost? 1Is the cost for
undergrounding a three phase primary circuit --

MS. SCARSELLA: "' msorry, Susan, you said
600, 000 per feet. There's no.

MS. SATTER: |I'msorry. It's $3.48 mllion

doll ar per mle. ' m sorry. | did the cal cul ation
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and it wasn't there. That's nmy -- |I'm sorry.

So my question is, is this anount
which is $3,484,800 per mle for a three phase
primary circuit in an urban area?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

Q Do you know what area it's for?
W TNESS GANNON: | don't have the specifics,
but | believe it's a make up of direct buried

undergroundi ng as well as what you described as
conventional underground in an urban area.

Q Do you know what the cost would be for
undergrounding a single phase primary line along the
back property line of a residential subdivision?

W TNESS GANNON: Not here.

Q Do you know what that specific cost would
be?

W TNESS GANNON: No.

Q Okay. Now, as the manager of reliability
for Commonweal t h Edi son, M. Gannon, as -- in that

role, have you reviewed the reports prepared by the
Staff of the Commerce Conm ssion in review ng

Commonweal th Edison's reliability reports?
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W TNESS GANNON: Coul d you be nore specific?
Whi ch reports?

Q Have you reviewed the Staff assessnents of
Commonweal th Edi son Conpany's Reliability Report and
Reliability Performance?

W TNESS GANNON: Again, | have to ask you to be
more specific. Can you give me a docunment nunber, a
copy of a --

Q Sure. So what |'ve handed you is a copy of
a report dated June 4th, 2010 that was submtted to
t he Commerce Comm ssion with various attachments in
Docket -- | believe it's 10-0395 or 94.

MS. SCARSELLA: |'m so sorry, Sue, are these
the same docunments that are subject to the objection?

MS. SATTER: These are the document that we had
asked to take adm nistrative notice of.

JUDGE DOLAN: | have them
BY MS. SATTER

Q And I'm asking the witness if he revi ewed

themin his position as director of, | believe, it's
reliability -- reliability prograns?
W TNESS GANNON: G ven the timng, | don't
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recal | .

Q Have you | ooked at any of the |ICC Staff
reports to the Comm ssion under Section 16-125
concerni ng Cormmonweal th Edi son?

W TNESS GANNON: | believe | have.

Q Do you recall | ooking at any photographs
taken by Staff personnel of the Commonweal th Edi son
syst ent?

MS. SCARSELLA: "' m going to object as to
rel evance.

MS. SATTER: This goes to his understanding of
the condition of the system lt's reliability. It's
purely within. It appears to be squarely within his
responsibilities of manager of reliability prograns
and it has to do with inspections and replacement of
pl ant that requires remedi ation.

MR. RIPPIE: This is the same problemthat we
had yesterday when | was arguing this anal ogous
obj ecti on. She didn't ask whether he | ooked at this
in preparation for his testinmony or in preparation
for any issue in this docket.

MS. SATTER: That's correct, | did not. "' m
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asking --

MR. RIPPIE: This is his -- what he does in
connection with his duties that have nothing to do
with this docket or the damage that these stornms
caused or any of the interruptions that resulted from
t he damage that these storns caused. | mean, |
suppose it's fine foundational background testimony,

but it doesn't make any of it relevant.

MS. SATTER: First of all, | haven't nmoved to
admt anyt hing. "' m asking himif these are things
t hat he's | ooked at in his role. | mean, | really

haven't asked him ot her questions whether he's | ooked
at reliability reports fromthe ICC --

MR. RI PPI E: Which is --

MS. SATTER: I|f you think that's -- if | can't
ask that, then that seenms that that goes -- that's a
fundanment al foundation question having to do with his
expertise.

MR. RIPPIE: And you're right, but we also know
that it's very easy to get way down a path and then a
guestion gets asked and the understanding is that

we're now too far down that path and the door has
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been opened, so you're right, that may be a proper
f oundati onal question, | don't know and maybe
M ss Scarsella doesn't know but --

MS. SATTER: So it's an anticipatory objection?

MR. RIPPIE: Well it's a -- | guess, call it
what you will. lt's making a record.

JUDGE DOLAN: And you're also not specifying
what picture you are tal king about.

MS. SATTER: | was responding to Counsel. I
asked the witness if he had | ooked, you know, at any
documents. | can specify, but I'm giving himan
opportunity to explain what his --

JUDGE DOLAN: But it doesn't relate to --

MS. SATTER: -- background is.

JUDGE DOLAN: -- this docket.

MS. SATTER: Yes, it is. It is absolutely
rel ated.

JUDGE DOLAN: In 2011, not 2008.

MS. SATTER: He started --

JUDGE DOLAN: We've gone over this already.
M ss Satter, 1've given you a |ot of |eeway here.

You were supposed to take an hour. We're now 2 hours
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and 45 m nutes into your cross-exam nation.

MS. SATTER: You know, this is an unusual case
and | think there are a lot of things to be |earned
here.

JUDGE DOLAN: And | understand that but when
you say an hour and you are 2 and a half -- 2 hours
and 45 m nutes into it, there's a problem

MS. SATTER: This question is very sinple.

"' m simply asking him whether he has | ooked at what
the | CC assessnments have been, that's the only
guesti on and now we've spent 15 m nutes on a sinple
guestion, but that's nmy question. That's my question
and | think I"'mentitled to ny answer.

JUDGE DOLAN: He answered that about -- he
| ooked at the report.

BY MS. SATTER

Q The answer is you have | ooked at the

report?
W TNESS GANNON: No. | believe your question
was whet her or not |I've | ooked at any phot os.

Q That was the | ast question, yes.

And any photos attached to any Staff
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report?

W TNESS GANNON: Ever ?

Q Since you became manager of reliability
programs for ComEd or director of capacity planning
and reliability progranms for ComEd in August 2010.

W TNESS GANNON: Yes.

Q And did you |l ook at reports submtted to
the Comm ssion in December of 20107

MR. RI PPI E: Okay. We're now to the point
where this isn't even foundati on. | f the question
was, did you look at it in respect to any issue
related to this docket it, m ght be foundation. This
iIs --

BY MS. SATTER

Q Did you | ook at these reports in relation
to anything in relation to this docket?

W TNESS GANNON: Not that | recall.

MS. SATTER: Okay. | have no further
guesti ons.

JUDGE DOLAN: You want a m nute?

MS. SCARSELLA: Your Honor, could we have a few

m nut es, pl ease.
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MS. SATTER: Well, we had tal ked about some
schedul i ng previously.

MR. RIPPIE: That gets everybody out of here a
little earlier. It al so probably means the redirect
goes faster.

JUDGE DOLAN: \What are you tal king about?

MR. RI PPI E: Start -- put these guys on for
redirect at 9:01 a. m

JUDGE DOLAN: That's fine with nme.

MS. SATTER: That's what we had tal ked about.

JUDGE DOLAN: Okay. All right. Then, wth
that, we'll be entered and continued to tonorrow
morni ng at 9: 00 a. m

(Wher eupon, an evening
recess was taken to resume

at 9:00 a.m on July 12, 2012
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